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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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THE ABOVE-ENTITLED MATTER CAME ON FOR FURTHER HEARING
BEFORE THE HONORABLE GERHARD A. GESELL, UNITED STATES DISTRICT
JUDGE, COMMENCING AT 9:30 A. M.
APPEARANCES:
FOR THE PLAINTIFF:
JAMES H. HELLER, ESQUIRE
DOUGLAS B. HURON, ESQUIRE
FOR THE DEFENDANT:
WAYNE A. SCHRADER, ESQUIRE
STEPHEN TALLENT, ESQUIRE
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THE COURT: GOOD MORNING.
MR. HURON: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: YOU'LL RESUME THE STAND, PLEASE, SIR?
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, BEFORE I RESUME QUESTIONING
I'D LIKE TO TAKE CARE OF TWO MINOR ADMINISTRATIVE
THE COURT: YES.
MR. HURON: FIRST, DEFENDANT YESTERDAY PUT INTO
EVIDENCE EXHIBIT -- THEIR EXHIBIT 75, WHICH IS MISS HOPKINS'
DEPOSITION. WE HAVE NO OBJECTION TO THEIR USE OF THE DEPOSI¬
TION BUT I BELIEVE IT'S CUSTOMARY IN THE COURT TO DESIGNATE
CERTAIN EXCERPTS OF THE DEPOSITION SO THAT WE'D HAVE AN OPPOR¬
TUNITY TO FOCUS ON IT FOR POSSIBLE REBUTTAL AND I JUST WANTED
TO MAKE SURE ABOUT THAT.
THE COURT: WELL, THAT SHOULD BE DONE. WHOSE
DEPOSITION WAS IT?
MR. HURON: IT WAS THE DEPOSITION OF THE PLAINTIFF
TAKEN BY THE DEFENDANT.
THE COURT: YES. WELL, THEY'LL HAVE TO DESIGNATE
WHAT PORTIONS THEY'RE RELYING ON.
MR. TALLENT: WE WILL, OF COURSE, DO THAT.
MR. HURON: WE JUST WANT TO HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY
TO SEE THAT BEFORE THE CLOSE OF THE CASE.



























MR. HURON: THANK YOU, SIR.
ONE OTHER THING. WE WANT TO MAKE IT CLEAR IN TERMS
OF THE QUESTION OF RELATIVE QUALIFICATIONS AS BETWEEN PLAIN¬
TIFF AND MEN WHO WERE ACCEPTED, WE DO NOT ARGUE THAT MEN WHO
WERE TAKEN INTO THE PARTNERSHIP WERE UNQUALIFIED BUT WE DO
ARGUE, HOWEVER, THAT ON CERTAIN IMPORTANT DIMENSIONS THAT THE
PLAINTIFF WAS BETTER QUALIFIED THAN AT LEAST SOME OF THE MEN
WHO WERE BROUGHT INTO THE PARTNERSHIP AND I WANTED TO MAKE
SURE THAT THAT WAS CLEAR ON THE RECORD.
THE COURT: WELL, IT MAY BE CLEAR ON THE RECORD BUT
IT ISN'T IN THIS CASE. WHERE IS THAT IN YOUR COMPLAINT?
MR. HURON: IN PARAGRAPH 13.
THE COURT: MAY I SEE IT? WELL, THAT OPENS -- I
IDN T GET THAT FROM ANY OF YOUR PRE-TRIAL PAPERS.
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, THAT --
THE COURT: THAT OPENS UP A WHOLE FLOOD OF ADDI-
FIONAL EVIDENCE HERE.
MR. HURON: NO, SIR. WE DON'T INTEND TO DO THAT.
THE COURT: WELL, YOU'VE GOT TO IF YOU'RE GOING TO
URSUE YOUR CLAIM.
MR. HURON: OUR PURPOSE SIMPLY WOULD BE, PARTICULARLY
\T THE CROSS-EXAMINATION PHASE, WE WOULD TRY TO ELICIT SOME
:VIDENCE --
THE COURT: WELL, YOU'LL HAVE TO DESIGNATE NOW WHICH


























PUT THE TESTIMONY IN, IF THAT'S IN THE CASE.
183
I NEVER GOT
THAT OUT OF YOUR PRE-TRIAL PAPERS AT ALL. YOU NEVER DESIGNATED
NYTHING WITH RESPECT TO THAT IN YOUR PAPERS.
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, MY --
THE COURT: NOW, VJHICH  EN ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT
AND WHICH PROMOTIONS AND WHO ARE THEY? THAT'S WHAT WE'LL HAVE
TO TRY BECAUSE YOU KNOW WHAT THE CASES SAY ABOUT THAT.
MR. HURON: YES, SIR. THE POINT I'M TRYING TO MAKE
ON THAT SIMPLY IS THAT WE THINK THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE AND
WE THINK THE TESTIMONY ON THE DEFENSE SIDE  ILL SHOW THAT THEY
LOOKED AT A NU BER OF DIFFERENT FACTORS WHEN CONSIDERING
CANDIDATES  
THE COURT: THEY LOOKED AT A PANOPLY OF FACTORS,
AS EXHIBIT 1 SHO S.
MR. HURON: YES, AND OUR POINT SIMPLY IS THAT WE
CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN, AT LEAST  ITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN OF
THOSE FACTORS, PLAINTIFF STOOD UP QUITE WELL. THAT'S THE
ONLY POINT I'M TRYING TO MAKE.
THE COURT: AND IN CERTAIN FACTORS SHE CLEARLY
DIDN'T, I'M SURE,  ITHOUT KNOWING ANYTHING ABOUT THE FACTS.
WELL, IN ABSENCE OF SOME CONCRETE INDICATION THAT YOU'RE
PURSUING THAT CLAI , I AM NOT GOING TO ACCEPT IT IN THE CASE.
I'  SIMPLY NOT GOING TO START REACHING CONCLUSIONS AS TO WHO
IS BETTER QUALIFIED OVE  WHOM UNLESS THE THINGS IS VERY SHARPL



























PRESENT AND EVERYTHING ELSE. AND I THINK YOU FAIL TO UNDER¬
STAND THE POINT I AM MAKING. THIS IS NOT A PARTNERSHIP THAT
IS LIMITED AS TO THE NUMBER OF PARTNERS.
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: IT ISN'T A QUESTION THAT THEY SELECTED
MR. "X" OVER HER BECAUSE THEY ONLY HAD FOUR CHOICES TO MAKE
AND THEY THOUGHT MR. "X" WAS MORE QUALIFIED THAN SHE  AS.
THIS IS AN OPENENDED PARTNERSHIP. SOME DAY IT MAY HAVE 10,000
PARTNERS, FOR ALL I KNOW. AND THEREFORE UNDER THE CASES AND
UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THIS CASE AND YOUR PRE-TRIAL ORDER
I HAVE NOT BEEN TRYING OR FOCUSING ON ANY QUESTION AS TO
WHETHER OR NOT SHE WAS BETTER QUALIFIED OR LESS QUALIFIED
THAN A, B, C OR D.
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, OUR POINT SIMPLY IS THAT
WE DID INCLUDE IN OUR PRE-TRIAL PAPERS CERTAIN INFORMATION
WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN MALE CANDIDATES IN WHICH WE SAID AND
WHICH WE WILL CONTINUE TO HOPE TO PROVE THAT THE PLAINTIFF
WAS IN THE SAME BALLPARK THAT CERTAIN MEN WERE ACCEPTED
DESPITE QUESTIONS ABOUT INTERPERSONAL SKILLS WHEN SHE WAS NOT
AND IT'S IN THAT SENSE THAT WE WANTED TO SIMPLY MAKE THE
RECORD CLEAR. WE'RE NOT SAYING THAT SHE WAS  
THE COURT: WHERE ARE THOSE MEN DESIGNATED IN YOUR
PRE-TRIAL STATEMENT? I HAVE IT IN FRONT OF ME. SHOW ME WHERE.
MR. HURON: SURE.



























MR. HURON: AT PARAGRAPH -- IN THE PROPOSED FINDINGS
OF FACT I THINK THEY'RE SET FORTH --
THE COURT: I NEVER READ THOSE. I DON'T MA E
FINDINGS OF FACT IN THE CASE UNTIL I'VE HEARD THE EVIDENCE.
MR. HURON: OKAY. PAGE 16, I BELIEVE.
THE COURT: SIXTEEN OF THE --
MR. HURON: OF OUR TRIAL BRIEF WE REFER TO
MR. PUSCHAVER PAGE 15, TO MR. GREEN.
THE COURT: ON WHAT PARAGRAPH IN 15?
MR . HURON: THE LAST FULL PARAGRAPH ON PAGE 15,
YOUR HONOR, REFERS TO MR. GREEN. PAGE 16 --
THE COURT: THIS IS IN YOUR PROPOSED FINDINGS,
ISN'T IT?
MR. HURON: NO, SIR. THIS IS IN THE PRE-TRIAL BRIEF
THE COURT: IN THE BRIEF ITSELF?
MR . HURON: YES, SIR.
THE COURT: LET ME SEE. I GUESS I MUST HAVE MISSED
THAT. I HAD NO CONCEPT THAT THAT'S WHAT THIS CASE WAS.
MR. HURON: WE WOULD NOT BE ASKING  
THE COURT: YOU SAY, FOR EXAMPLE, TOM GREEN WAS
CONSIDERED IN '82 .
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: AND IT WAS SAID THAT GREEN CONVEYED
THE IMAGE OF A MARINE DRILL SERGEANT. AND THE POLICY BOARD



























I READ THAT AS INDICATING AN ATTACK ON THE CLAIM THAT IS MADE
HERE ON THE PRETEXT ARGUMENT.
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: I DIDN'T READ THAT AS SAYING THAT
MR. GREEN WAS LESS QUALIFIED THAN YOUR CLIENT. I READ THAT
AS AN ATTACK ON THE CLAIM THAT SHE  AS   THAT YOU'RE MAKING
THAT IT IS A PRETEXT TO SAY THAT SHE DIDN'T GET ALONG WITH THE
STAFF.
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: THAT HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH QUALIFICA¬
TIONS FOR PARTNERSHIP. THEY'VE GOT ALL KINDS OF PARTNERS
OBVIOUSLY THAT ARE DIFFICULT TO GET ALONG  ITH. THEY MUST
HAVE. THEY COULDN'T HAVE THAT BIG A PARTNERSHIP WITHOUT HAVING
PEOPLE THAT ARE DIFFICULT TO GET ALONG WITH.
MR. HURON: AND I THINK OUR SIMPLE POINT WOULD BE
THAT ONE OF THE THINGS THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE LOO S AT IS
THE NUMBER OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF QUALIFICATIONS AND THAT
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS COMES INTO PLAY WHEN THOSE OTHER QUALIFI¬
CATIONS ARE RELATIVELY LACKING, BUT THAT WAS NOT THE CASE
WITH PLAINTIFF. THAT'S HOW WE TEND TO FOCUS ON THE ISSUE OF
PRETEXT.
THE COURT: WELL, I UNDERSTAND THAT BUT THAT IS NOT
SAYING THAT GREEN WAS LESS QUALIFIED THAN SHE WAS.
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.




























MR. HURON: PAGE 16 WE REFER TO MR. PUSCHAVER AT
THE TOP. THAT'S ANOTHER EXAMPLE.
THE COURT: IT'S THE SAME KIND OF THING.
MR. HURON: YES, SIR. ALL OF THESE ARE THE SAME
KIND OF THING AND WE'RE NOT TRYING TO SAY ANYTHING MORE THAN
THAT .
THE COURT: WELL, ALL RIGHT. THEN YOU HAVEN'T ANY
CLAIM OF ANY KIND THAT SHE WAS MORE QUALIFIED THAN SOMEBODY
ELSE. ISN'T THAT RIGHT? OTHERS WHO SEEM TO HAVE THE SAME
INFIRMITY WERE TAKEN AS PARTNERS AND SHE WASN'T AND THEREFORE
YOUR CLAIM IS IT WAS A PRETEXT.
MR. HURON: THAT'S RIGHT. IN MAKING THAT ANALYSIS
WE THINK IT'S IMPORTANT TO SEE WHAT HER OBJECTIVE QUALIFICA¬
TIONS WERE BECAUSE TYPICALLY OR FREQUENTLY PEOPLE WHO ARE
TAKEN IN LOSE IN PART BECAUSE THEY WEREN'T GOOD IN .SUCH AREAS
AS IN PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT, AS SHE CONCEDELY WAS.
THE COURT: WELL, I WILL RULE THAT THE ISSUE IS NOT
IN THIS CASE AS YOU PRESENTED IT. I'LL NOT ENTERTAIN IT.
MR. HURON: YES, SIR.
CONTINUING DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. HURON:
Q GOOD MORNING, MR. BEYER.
A GOOD MORNING, SIR.



























EXPERIENCE IN ST. LOUIS  AND WHEN SHE CAME BACK FROM ST. LOUIS
'I BELIEVE MR. COFFEY WROTE AN EVALUATION CONCERNING HER
PERFORMANCE. DO YOU RECALL THAT? OR SOME DISCUSSION OF THAT
YESTERDAY? IT S SET FORTH IN DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 25. LET ME
SHOW YOU A COPY.
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, ON DEFENDANT'S  
A YES, I'M FAMILIAR WITH THIS.
MR. HURON: I HAVE PHOTOCOPIED ANOTHER COPY OF
EXHIBIT 25 BECAUSE THERE'S SOME WRITINGTHAT I'M GOING TO AS 
MR. BEYER ABOUT WHICH DOESN'T COME THROUGH VERY LEGIBLY,
SO I'VE HANDED UP A COPY WHICH I THINK IS SLIGHTLY MORE
LEGIBLE.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. FINE. THANK YOU. THAT'S
THE HANDWRITING ON IT?
MR. HURON: YES, SIR.
THE COURT: RIGHT.
BY MR. HURON:
Q MR. BEYER, IN LOOKING AT PAGE TWO, AM I CORRECT
IN UNDERSTANDING THAT YOU RECEIVED A COPY OF THIS EVALUATION
THAT MR. COFFEY HAD WRITTEN AND THAT THOSE COMMENTS DOWN AT
THE BOTTOM ARE YOURS, THE BOTTOM OF PAGE TWO?
A YES, I BELIEVE THAT'S MY HANDWRITING RIGHT ABOVE
MY SIGNATURE DATED SEPTEMBER 18, 1982.
Q AND YOU HAVE A LINE REFERRING TO THE COMMENT THAT



























WHICH BEGINS, "THE BIG QUESTION WITH ANN IS PEOPLE SKILLS.
THE ST. LOUIS STAFF DID NOT ENJOY THEIR EXPERIENCE ON THIS
PROPOSAL BUT CERTAINLY SYMPATHIZE WITH ANN'S POSITION ' AND
SO FORTH, AND YOUR COMMENT APPEARS TO RELATE TO MR. COFFEY'S
COMMENT, IS THAT RIGHT?
A I BELIEVE MY COMMENT RELATES SPECIFICALLY TO THE
FIRST SENTENCE OF THE COMMENTARY ON PERFORMANCE SECTION,
NAMELY, "THE BIG QUESTION WITH ANN IS,"HIS QUOTES, "PEOPLE
SKILLS."
Q AND FOR THE RECORD, FROM MY READING OF THIS COMMENT -•
THE COURT: WELL, WHAT DOES IT SAY? LET'S ASK THE
WITNESS TO READ HIS WRIRING AND SEE WHAT IT SAYS. WHAT DO
YOU UNDERSTAND IT SAYS?
THE WITNESS: I MAY HAVE AS MUCH TROUBLE AS YOU,
SIR.
THE COURT: WELL, YOU'RE THE EXPERT ON YOUR OWN HAND¬
WRITING.
THE WITNESS: YES, SIR. "NOT AT THE RISK OF
SLOPPY WORK OR MISSED DEADLINES I DISAGREE AFTER REVIEWING
SITUATION WITH TIM AND ANN."
THE COURT: RIGHT.
BY MR. HURON:
Q OKAY. SO THAT YOU THOUGHT THAT GIVEN THE
DIFFICULTIES IN ST. LOUIS ANN HOPKINS HAD A PRIORITIES RIGHT?




























Q IN TERMS OF THE WAY SHE MANAGED THE JOB.
A I DON'T BELIEVE THIS HAS ANY REFERENCE TO HER
PRIORITIES.
Q WHAT DID YOU MEAN BY THAT COMMENT? IT'S A REFERENCE
TO PEOPLE SKILLS YOU SAID, AND YOUR COMMENT IS, "NOT AT THE
RISK OF SLOPPY WORK AND MISSED DEADLINES."
A WELL, LET'S TAKE IT BACK STEP BY STEP BECAUSE WE
ARE NOW CLOSE TO THREE YEARS PAST THAT POINT IN TIME. IT'S A
LITTLE DIFFICULT TO KNOW EXACTLY WHAT I WAS TALKING ABOUT
THEN. BUT IT'S, FIRST IN REFERENCE TO COFFEY S COMMENTARY IS
THAT THE BIG QUESTION WITH ANN IS HER PEOPLE SKILLS. I DON'T
DISAGREE WITH THAT NOTION THAT PEOPLE SKILLS ARE AN IMPORTANT
ISSUE WITH ANY INDIVIDUAL, PARTICULARLY ONE THAT WE'RE LOOKING
AT AS A CANDIDATE FOR PARTNERSHIP. I'M NOT UNAWARE THROUGH
THE YEARS OF ANN'S DIFFICULTIES WITH PEOPLE SKILLS. IN FACT,
I COULD CHARACTERIZE MY ENTIRE EXISTENCE WITH ANN AS BEING
ONE OF TRYING TO   THE WORD MAY BE BALANCE, IF YOU WILL,
BALANCE MY VIEWS OF HER VERY STRONG TECHNICAL SKILLS AND, IN
MY VIEW, PARTICULARLY IN ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS, HER ORGANIZATION
AND ADMINISTRATIVE CAPABILITY, THE THINGS WE TALKED ABOUT,
VERSUS MY GROWING AWARENESS OVER TIME OF THE DIFFICULTIES
THAT SHE IS HAVING WITH PEOPLE IN THE SENSE OF HER SENSITIVITY
TO THEIR NEEDS, HER FEELINGS, PERSON TO PERSON RELATIONS WITH



























Q SO WHAT DID THE COMMENT MEAN WHERE YOU SAY   WHEN
YOU REFER TO PEOPLE SKILLS YOU SAY, "NOT AT THE EXPENSE OF
SLOPPY WORK OR MISSED DEADLINES"?
A I BELIEVE THAT PEOPLE SKILLS ARE IMPORTANT BUT
NOT WHERE YOU RISK-- NOT ENTIRELY ARE THEY THE MOST IMPORTANT
QUESTION IF YOU RISK, IN EFFECT, THE QUALITY OF THE WORK BEING
DONE OR THE TIMELINESS WITH WHICH YOU SUBMIT THE REQUIREMENT
THAT -- THE DOCUMENT TO THE CLIENT.
THE COURT: MR. BEYER, I NATURALLY WOULD   I WAS
THINKING ABOUT THIS CASE LAST NIGHT AND I WANT TO WITH YOU
AND THE OTHER WITNESSES SEE IF I CAN GET CLEAR IN MY MIND ONE
THING THAT SEEMS TO FLOAT THROUGH HERE. WHEN THESE VARIOUS
PARTNERS OF YOURS AND TO SOME EXTENT YOURSELF, YOU TALK ABOUT -
FOR INSTANCE, YOU JUST SAID YOUR GROWING AWARENESS OF HER
INABILITY TO GET ALONG WITH PEOPLE OR LACK OF PEOPLE SKILLS.
THE WITNESS: YES.
THE COURT: I FOUND MYSELF WONDERING LAST NIGHT
WHETHER YOU WITH RESPECT TO THAT ARE TAKING THE WORD OF
OTHERS, WHICH YOU HAD EVERY RIGHT TO DO, DON'T MISUNDERSTAND
ME ON THAT, OR WHETHER YOU HAD HAD SOMEONE, FOR INSTANCE, ON
THE STAFF COME TO YOU AND SAY SOMETHING EXPLICITLY DEROGATORY
ABOUT THE PLAINTIFF AND HER PEOPLE SKILLS. DO YOU FOLLOW THE
DISTINCTION I'M TRYING TO MAKE?
THE WITNESS: YES, I DO, YOUR HONOR.



























ABOUT IT AND THEY'VE HEARD GOSSIP, IT READS TO ME AS THOUGH
SOMEONE AT LEAST HAS HEARD GOSSIP IN THEIR OFFICES. I DON'T
KNOW WHETHER THEY'VE TALKED TO PEOPLE OR NOT AND I EXPECT
I'LL FIND OUT MORE ABOUT THAT AS THE CASE PROCEEDS. DID YOU
EVER HAVE ANYBODY COME TO YOU DIRECTLY FROM THE STAFF AND
SAY I CAN'T GET ALONG WITH THIS WOMAN OR I WANT TO BE TAKEN
OFF THE WORK OR SHE'S JUST KICKING US AROUND AND I CAN'T DO
ANYTHING ABOUT IT? ANYTHING LIKE THAT?
THE WITNESS: YES, YOUR HONOR, THE ANSWER TO YOUR
QUESTION IS DEFINITELY YES. AND IN ADDITION, TO RE-EMPHASIZE
THE POINT, NOT ONLY DID PEOPLE COME TO ME BUT I WITNESSED
SITUATIONS WHICH  
THE COURT: WELL, COULD YOU GIVE ME SOME EXAMPLES
OF IT THEN BECAUSE I THINK THAT -- YOU SEE, THAT S THE CORE
OF THIS PROBLEM IN A WAY.
THE WITNESS: GOING BACK INTO TIME, I WOULD THINK
ONE TIME WAS IN 1980, THE EXIT INTERVIEW WITH MR. KAPLAN,
ROBERT KAPLAN, A YOUNG CONSULTANT WHO HAD WORKED WITH ANN
HOPKINS IN ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO ON THE BIA WORK WITH WHICH
I WAS NOT ASSOCIATED. BUT KAPLAN WAS LEAVING THE FIRM. I
BELIEVE THIS WAS 1981, IN THE SUMMER THEREOF -- 11980, THE
SUMMER THEREOF, AND IN OUR DISCUSSION -- AND I USUALLY ALWAYS
HAD, EITHER MYSELF OR SOMEBODY ELSE GO THROUGH AN EXIT INTER¬
VIEW WITH AN INDIVIDUAL. WE DISCUSSED HIS CAREER WITH THE



























WAS GOING TO UNDERTAKE. I EXPRESSED REGRET TO HIM THAT HE
WAS LEAVING SO SOON IN HIS CAREER BECAUSE I THOUGHT HE HADN'T
GIVEN HIMSELF THE CHANCE TO REALLY DEVELOP  WITH THE ORGANIZA¬
TION AND GIVEN HIMSELF AN OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF IT.
HE ALSO EXPRESSED REGRETS, SAYING THAT HE DIDN'T REALLY FEEL
THAT IN THE LONG TERM THAT HE COULD BECOME A PARTNER IN THE
FIRM AND THAT WAS WHAT HE REALLY WANTED, BUT SINCE HE WAS
ALREADY SEEING INDICATIONS THAT THAT WAS NOT POSSIBLE HE FELT
IT WAS BEST THAT HE LEAVE. BUT HE SAID, YOU KNOW, I REALLY
DON'T WANT TO LEAVE THE FIRM. IT'S NOT SOMETHING THAT I REALL 
WANT TO DO. BUT NOT ONLY DO I SEE A QUESTIONABLE FUTURE BUT
AS LONG AS THERE ARE   AS LONG AS THERE'S SOMEBODY LIKE
ANN HOPKINS, WHO I MIGHT HAVE OCCASION TO WORK FOR, I CAN'T
TOLERATE THAT. I SAID, WELL, YOU KNOW, I'VE NEVER WORKED
WITH YOU DIRECTLY, BOB, BUT YOU   CAN YOU TELL ME SOMETHING
ABOUT WHAT YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT. I BELIEVE THIS CONVERSATION
IN SOME SENSE IS DOCUMENTED IN HIS EXIT INTERVIEW, WHICH PAPER
IS ON FILE IN EITHER HIS FILE OR THE NATIONAL OFFICE IN WHICH
HE SAID I WILL TELL YOU IN ONE CASE ONE SITUATION ANN CALLED
ME -- OR HE CALLED ANN FROM ALBUQUERQUE IN 1979 TO REVIEW THE
JOB WITH HER AND APPARENTLY THEY GOT INTO A VIOLENT ARGUMENT
ON THE PHONE IN WHICH SHE   HE ALLEGED THAT SHE SCREAMED
OBSCENITIES TO HIM, FOUR LETTER WORDS, CONTINUOUS STREAM OF
THEM FOR UP TO 45 MINUTES. NOW, I ASKED HIM -- I SAID THAT'S



























REASONS THAT YOU'RE LEAVING IS BECAUSE OF YOUR DIFFICULTIES
ITH ANN? HE SAID, WELL, YES. HE SAID, I BELIEVE I WAS KEPT
OFF OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT WORK, HE WAS AWARE THAT HE HAD
BEEN CONSIDERED FOR IT, BECAUSE OF ANN'S INTENSE DISLIKE
FOR HIM AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP FROM THE PRIOR JOB. I THINK
THE INTERVIEW CLOSED DOWN AT THAT POINT BECAUSE THERE WAS
NOTHING MORE I COULD DO ABOUT IT BUT I THINK MY NOTES TO THAT
EFFECT WILL, I PRESUME, WILL MENTION SOMETHING TO THAT EFFECT.
THERE WAS ANOTHER OCCASION IN WHICH   IN EARLY 1981
I WAS WORKING WITH THE FRS -- FMS TEAM ON THE FIRST PROJECT
AND EITHER I APPROACHED KAREN NOLD OR SHE APPROACHED ME, I
CAN'T REMEMBER EXACTLY WHICH, KAREN NOLD  AS ONE OF THE
SENIOR MANAGERS ON THATJOB AND KAREN SAID   WAS QUITE
DEPRESSED ABOUT THINGS AND I TRIED TO CHEER HER UP AND SAID,
YOU KNOW, WHAT IS YOUR PROBLEM? WHAT'S GOING ON? AND SHE
EXPRESSED THE SENTIMENT THAT SHE JUST FELT THAT ANN'S OVER¬
BEARING STYLE WAS SMOTHERING HER ATTEMPTS TO BE   TO BRING
FORTH HER IDEAS, HER CONCLUSIONS, HER RECOMMENDATIO S AND
SUGGESTIONS. I SAID, WELL, YOU KNOW, KAREN, I'VE SEEN A
LITTLE BIT OF THAT IN OUR GROUP DISCUSSIONS DURING THE MEET¬
INGS WITH THE FMS TEAM BUT I DON'T REALLY THINK IT'S   ANN
WILFULLY IS ATTEMPTING TO BURY YOUR IDEAS. SHE'S EXCITED AND
ENERGETIC ABOUT THE JOB AND I WOULD CHARACTERIZE HER AS TRYING
TO GET TO THE BEST POSSIBLE SOLUTION AND KAREN SAID, NO, THAT



























WHICH I WASN'T NECESSARILY PRESENT BUT SHE WAS CONCERNED
AND SHE WAS REALLY WONDERING WHAT SHE SHOULD DO ABOUT IT. I
THOUGHT A LOT OF KAREN NOLD. I HAD A HIGH REGARD FOR HER. IN
FACT, SHE HAD BEEN ONE OF THE FIRST PEOPLE I HIRED WHEN I
JOINED THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES THE PREVIOUS YEAR
OR PREVIOUS YEAR AND A HALF AND I HAD BEEN QUITE IMPRESSED
BY HER PERFORMANCE AS MY PROJECT MANAGER ON THE DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY WORK AND I SAID, YOU KNOW, YOU ARE A LEADER JUST AS
ANN IS AND IN MY OPINION IN A LONGER TERM YOU HAVE AS MUCH
CHANCE FOR PARTNERSHIP AS SHE DOES. AND I SAID IT'S IMPORTANT
THAT YOUR TECHNICAL SKILLS COME TO -- COME OUT IN THIS BECAUSE
YOUR SKILLS INCLUDE SOME OF THOSE WHICH I WOULD CONSIDER THAT
ANN'S ARE LESS STRONG, NAMELY, DATA PROCESSING. WE NEED YOUR
INPUT. IT'S IMPORTANT FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BEST POSSIBLi
PRODUCT. KAREN SAID, WELL, YES, I AGREE WITH YOU THAT IT'S
IMPORTANT BUT I'M NOT SURE I'M BEING HURT. I CAN'T REALLY
FEEL COMFORTABLE WITH THE SITUATION AND WHAT SHOULD I DO.
SO I ASKED HER TO WORK ON IT HARDER, IN A SENSE TO FORCE HER
WAY INTO THE CONVERSATIONS, TO ATTEMPT TO, IF NOT HEARD, TO
STAND UP AND SHOUT. TO MAKE HERSELF KNOWN. AND I SAID THIS
MAY BE AN UNNATURAL THING FOR YOU BUT IT'S NECESSARY AND IT'S
IMPORTANT, NOT ONLY FOR THE JOB BUT FOR YOUR CAREER AS WELL.
SHE AGREED AND AT SOMETIME LATER IN ABOUT ANOTHER MONTH OR
TWO LATER I WENT BACK TO HER AND ASKED HER HOW SHE FELT SHE



























PROGRESS AND SHE WAS SOMEWHAT.' MORE PLEASED ABOUT IT. NOT
TOO MUCH LONGER WE WERE IN A CONVERSATION WITH THE ENTIRE
FMS TEAM AND THE TEAM, INCLUDING OF COURSE MYSELF, ANN,
KAREN NOLD, MARK JONES, AND PAT BOWMAN, AND I BELIEVE AT
THAT POINT TOM COLBERG MAY HAVE JOINED THE TEAM, I'M NOT
QUITE SURE. WE WERE IN A -- AS WAS USUAL, AT THE END OF THE
DAY WE WERE SUMMARIZING TOGETHER WHAT WE HAD DONE, WHERE WE
HAD BEEN, THINGS THAT HAD HAPPENED. TRYING TO CONSIDER IF
THERE WERE ANY CHANGES THAT WERE REQUIRED IN THE DIRECTION
IN WHICH WE WERE TAKING, THINGS WE HAD TO DO, RELATIONSHIPS
THAT WE HAD TO BUILD WITH THE STATE DEPARTMENT PEOPLE TO
IMPRESS THEM WITH OUR CREDENTIALS AND OUR SKILLS. CLEARLY
IT WAS THE END OF THE DAY. WE WERE ALL PRETTY TIRED BUT
STILL THIS WAS AN IMPORTANT SESSION THAT WE WERE HAVING.
IT WAS ONE WAY FOR ME TO GET A QUICK DE-BRIEFING OF WHAT
PEOPLE WERE DOING AND WHAT WAS HAPPENING ON THE JOB BECAUSE
THEY WERE ALL OFF IN DIFFERENT DIRECTIONS. PAT BOWMAN WAS
ATTEMPTING TO BRING FORTH SOME IDEAS IN HER AREA. ANN STRUCK
OUT AT HER. INASMUCH AS TO SMOTHER HER COMMENTARY AND SAY WE
DON'T NEED THAT NOW. SOMETHING TO THAT EFFECT. PAT, WHO IS A
VERY INDEPENDENT PERSON IN HER OWN RIGHT AND NOT ABOUT TO BE
TRANSGRESSED BY ANYONE, STRUCK RIGHT BACK AND SAID SOMETHING
TO THE EFFECT YOU CAN'T TREAT ME THAT WAY. DON'T YOU DARE
TREAT ME THAT WAY. WE WERE ALL A LITTLE STARTLED BY IT AND



























AGAIN, I THOUGHT TO MYSELF MAYBE THIS IS THE KIND OF THING
THAT KAREN NOLD HAS BEEN TALKING ABOUT.
NOW, THERE ARE   NOT TOO LONG AFTER THAT, I THINK
IN THE SPRING, EARLY SUMMER OF 1981 SOMEWHAT BEFORE THE TIME
ANN HAD HER ANNUAL COUNSELING SESSION WITH THE PARTNER FRED
LAUGHLIN, WHICH WE DISCUSSED YESTERDAY, ANN AND I AND LEW
KRULWICH, ONE OF OUR PARTNERS, AS WAS USUAL IN MANY CASES
WENT OFF TO LUNCH TOGETHER. I BELIEVE IT WAS AT THE MAYFLOWER
HOTEL RIGHT AROUND THE CORNER FROM OUR OFFICE. IT WAS A
CASUAL LUNCH IN THEIR SANDWICH ROOM, NOT THE MAIN DINING ROOM,
AND WE WERE EATING AND JUST KIND OF PASSING TIME AS OUR
LUNCH -- AND SOMETHING HAPPENED TO ANN. I WASN'T QUITE SURE
WHAT. BUT SHE BEGAN TO -- BEGAN TO CRITICIZE A NUMBER OF THE
PEOPLE IN THE OFFICE AT DIFFERENT LEVELS. IN DIFFERENT
FASHIONS. AT FIRST I PASSED IT OFF THINKING WELL, THIS IS,
THIS IS ANN. SHE'S PROBABLY TIRED. I COULDN'T -- I REALLY
DIDN'T HAVE MUCH REGARD FOR IT. BUT ANN KEPT UP WITH IT.
LEW WAS SILENT AND -- NOT SAYING ANYTHING AND ANN KEPT ON
TAL ING AND IT SEEMED LIKE ONE RIGHT AFTER ANOTHER SHE WAS
GOING THROUGH THE ENTIRE PROFESSIONAL STAFF IN OUR OFFICE AND
GIVING US A READ-OUT ON THE DIFFICULTIES THAT THESE PEOPLE
EXPOSED OR SHE HAD EXPERIENCED WITH THEM OR THAT SHE VIEWED
THEM. THEIR DIFFICULTIES. AND IT GOT MORE VITRIOLIC. MORE
STRIKING. AND AFTER AWHILE I BEGAN TO GET QUITE ANGRY UNTIL



























EFFECT, HOW CAN YOU STAY AND WORK WITH THESE PEOPLE IF YOU
FEEL SO BADLY ABOUT THEM? WHY DON'T YOU JUST LEAVE? WHY DO
YOU STAY AROUND THERE UNDER THOSE CONDITIONS? CLEARLY I WAS
ANGRY WITH HER. AT THAT POINT LEW, KIND OF TRYI G TO SETTLE
THE SITUATION, SAID, LOOK, LET'S QUIT AND GO BACK TO WORK.
WE WALKED BACK IN SILENCE AND I WENT OFF TO MY OFFICE STILL
QUITE ANGRY THAT ANN HAD DONE THIS. THIS WAS ANOTHER CASE
OF IT -- OF SOME OF THE THINGS THAT I HAD SEEN BEFORE ONLY IN
A MORE MINOR FOR . LEW CAME TO ME ABOUT 15, 20 MINUTES LATER
AND HE SAID, YOU KNOW, TOM, ANN IS QUITE UPSET. HE SAID, YOU
KNOW, IF YOU WANT HER TO LEAVE YOU MAY HAVE PRECIPITATED THAT
ACTION BY YOUR COMMENT. AND I SAID, WELL, YOU KNOW, LEW, IT'S
HARD FOR ME TO SIT THERE AND HAVE SOMEONE CRITICIZE A STAFF
THAT I HAVE BEEN TRYING TO BUILD OVER THESE TWO YEARS NOW AND
TO DEVELOP INTO A FULLFLEDGED MAJOR PRACTICE OFFICE IN PRICE
WATERHOUSE. HE SAID, I KNOW, I KNOW THAT. HE SAID, BUT STILL
ANN IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THAT AND I THINK YOU AND I AGREE
THAT WHILE SHE HAS SOME PROBLEMS WITH PEOPLE WE STILL NEED
HER SKILLS. YES. I AGREED TO THAT. SO I THINK THAT IT
MIGHT BE HELPFUL IF YOU WENT TO TALK WITH HER. SO AFTER A
FEW MORE MINUTES I FELT I WAS SUFFICIENTLY CALMED DOWN ABOUT
THE MATTER AND I WALKED OVER TO HER OFFICE. ANN WAS -- HAD
CALMED DOWN HERSELF AND SHE   I GATHERED SHE WAS ATTEMPTING
TO SAY THAT SHE WAS A LITTLE BIT SORRY FOR HER OUTBURST AND



























ANN, MORE THAN JUST THE OUTBURST, YOU'RE MAKING IT EXTREMELY
DIFFICULT FOR ME IF YOU KEEP THIS UP TO TRY TO DEVELOP AN
IMAGE, AN AWARENESS THAT YOU ARE IN FACT A FINE PARTNER CAND¬
IDATE IN THE FIRM. HOW DO I CONVEY THAT MESSAGE TO THE PART¬
NERS IN THE FIRM WHEN YOU HAVE OUTBURSTS LIKE THIS, UNPROVOKED
AS FAR AS I CAN TELL, AND CERTAINLY QUESTIONABLE. AT LEAST
IN MY MIND THESE ARE SOME VERY FINE PEOPLE THAT WE'RE TALKING
ABOUT. THE SITUATION ENDED OR THE SCENARIO ENDED THERE BUT IT
WAS   IT WAS NOT LEFT   I WAS NOT LEFT WITH THE FEELING THAT
I REALLY MADE THE MESSAGE   THAT I CARRIED IT THROUGH TO ANN
AND IT WAS AS A RESULT OF THAT IN CONVERSATION WITH LEW
KRULWICH THAT WE DECIDED THAT IN FACT WE HAD TO GET THIS
MESSAGE ACROSS NOW TO HER, THAT IT WAS IMPORTANT THAT INTER¬
PERSONAL SKILLS WAS A VERY REAL THING, THAT PARTNERS WOULD
NOT ACCEPT HER NO MATTER HOW TECHNICALLY PROFICIENT, HOW
ADMINISTRATIVELY EXCELLENT SHE WAS IF THEY FELT THEY COULD NOT
LIVE WITH HER AS A PARTNER.
SO WE DECIDED THAT WE HAD TO FIND SOME METHOD BY
WHICH WE COULD GET TO HER AND I SUGGESTED   PERHAPS IT WAS
LEW THAT SUGGESTED THAT WE USE FRED LAUGHLIN AS THE VEHICLE
IN THE ANNUAL COUNSELING SESSION. FRED'S GOT -- IS KNOWN
GENERALLY AS SOMEBODY IN OUR OFFICE, AT LEAST AS SOMEONE WHO
HAS SOME RATHER OUTSTANDING PEOPLE SKILLS. HE WORKS WELL
WITH PEOPLE. HE GETS ALONG WITH THEM. EVEN IN THE WORST OF



























RAISES HIS VOICE. HE'S A RATHER QUIET SPOKEN PERSON AND A
WARM THOUGHTFUL P RSON. VERY RELIGIOUS. WE THOUGHT THAT THIS
WOULD BE AN APPROPRIATE PERSON TO MAYBE TAL  TO ANN IF WE
GAVE HIM SOME OF THE NOTIONS THAT WE WERE CONCERNED WITH.
FRED DID NOT HAVE ANY ASSOCIATION WITH ANN. AND THAT WAS
ANOTHER ADVANTAGE TO IT BECAUSE HE WOULD BE COMING IN COLD AND
SAYING, ANN, I UNDERSTAND THESE KINDS OF SITUATIONS EXIST
AND THESE PROBLEMS EXIST AND I'D LIKE TO TALK TO YOU ABOUT IT.
SO WE SELECTED FRED AND TOLD HIM AND GAVE HIM SOME NOTES,
SOME IDEAS, AND ASKED HIM IF HE WOULD BE THE COUNSELOR, THE
ANNUAL PARTNER COUNSELOR FOR ANN FOR THAT YEAR AND HE AGREED
AND HE HAD THE CONVERSATIONS AND WE'VE HAD -- WE DISCUSSED
YESTERDAY THAT EXHIBIT AND THAT DISCUSSION THAT HE HAD WITH
HER. SO I WOULD CHARACTERIZE MY UNDERSTANDING OF ANN'S
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS NOT SIMPLY THOSE OF WHAT HAD BEEN
TOLD TO ME BY OTHERS, HEARSAY, GOSSIP, ALTHOUGH THERE IS
SOME OF IT, NOT ONLY THAT WHICH I HEARD THIRD PARTY OR FOURTH
PARTY BUT SOME THINGS THAT I EXPERIENCED DIRECTLY MYSELF.
AND IN ALL DURING THIS TIME IN SPITEOF THE FACT THAT
I CLEARLY CAME OUT STRONGLY IN FAVOR OF ANN, I CAN'T EMPHASIZE
ENOUGH HO  MUCH I BELIEVE THAT SHE SHOULD BE A PARTNER, I STILL
UNDERSTOOD THAT THIS IS A BALANCING ACT IN THE SENSE THAT YOU
HAVE TO WEIGH THE PLUSES AND THE MINUSES OF EVERY INDIVIDUAL,
THAT NOBODY WALKS ON WATER, NOBODY IS PERFECT. THERE ARE



























I REMEMBER BACK WHEN I WAS A YOUNG MANAGER IN THE
CHICAGO OFFICE MANY YEARS AGO THAT A PARTNER I WORKED WITH,
PAUL HENS ION, USED TO EVALUATE ME ABOUT EVERY OTHER WEEK AND
PAUL WOULD SAY SOMETHING TO THE EFFECT, BEFORE LAUNCHING INTO
THE EVALUATION OF ME, NOW, MY ABILITY TO JUDGE THE STRENGTHS
AND WEAKNESSES OF OTHERS   NOW, YOUR WEAKNESSES ARE AS FOLLOWS
AND OFF WE GO, AND I NEVER HEARD ANYTHING ABOUT MY STRENGTHS.
IT WAS A VERY DEMORALIZING TIME FOR ME AND I FELT THAT IF I
EVER HAD THE CHANCE TO BECOME A PARTNER AND RUN A PRACTICE
THAT ONE OF THE THINGS I WOULD WANT TO MAKE SURE OF IS THAT
I WENT TO GREAT LENGTHS TO BRING THE STRENG HS OF ALL OF THE
PEOPLE OUT INTO ONE COMPELLING FORCE AND TO SMOTHER, IF NOT
ELI INATE FRO  VIEW, ANY WEAKNESSES AND THAT I WOULD NEVER
ATTEMPT TO EXPOSE THOSE WEAKNESSES TO THE DETRIMENT OF THE
INDIVIDUAL AND THE PRACTICE. I SIMPLY DON'T BELIEVE THAT
THAT'S THE BEST WAY TO RUN THIS KIND OF AN ORGANIZATION. I
HAD BEEN HURT BY IT IN THE PAST AND I DIDN'T WANT OTHERS TO
SUFFER IN THAT REGARD IN THE FUTURE. AND HENCE, MOST OF MY
CONVERS TIONS WITH ANN WERE ON THE GOOD SIDE. I WAS OBVIOUSLY
PLEASED WITH HER WORK IN REGARD TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND
WE HAD TWO OFFICIALS HERE YESTERDAY WHO DEMONSTRATED CLEARLY,
IN MY MIND, THAT WE SUCCEEDED AT THAT. AND I'M VERY PLEASED
WITH THAT. I HAVE NO ARGUMENT WITH THAT.
BUT I ALSO WANTED HER TO BE VIEWED IN THE SAME LIGHT



























ALL OF US THINK ALONG THE SAME LINES, THAT WE ALL WOR 
TOGETHER AND BE PART OF THE SAME TEAM.
WHEN ANN AND I HAD CONVERSATIONS ONE ON ONE, WHICH
WERE MANY, I DID NOT EXPERIENCE AN OVERBEARING, DOMINEERING,
HARSH ATTITUDE. BUT IT WAS WHEN WE GOT INTO CONVERSATIONS
WHEREAT LEAST ONE OTHER WOULD BE BROUGHT INTO THE CONVERSATION
THAT IS, WHEN ONE OTHER PERSON WAS THERE OR MORE, I DON'T
KNOW WHAT IT WAS, WHETHER IT WAS A DEMONSTRATION FOR THAT
PERSON OR WHAT HAPPENED, BUT SOMEHOW OR OTHER SOMETHING WOULD
CLICK AND ANN WOULD BEGIN TO HAVE THESE   EXHIBIT SOME OF
THESE PROBLEMS THAT OTHER PARTNERS WERE SEEING FAR MORE
CLEARLY.
BY MR. HURON:
Q MR. BEYER, I'D LIKE TO ASK A FEW FOLLOW-UP QUES¬
TIONS ON SOME OF THE PEOPLE YOU MENTIONED. YOU STARTED BACK
IN 1980 WITH ROBERT KAPLAN, WHOSE EXIT INTERVIEW YOU HAD.
DO YOU HAPPEN TO KNOW IF THAT'S PART OF THE RECORD IN THIS
CASE?
A I DON'T BELIEVE IT IS. I DON'T BELIEVE ANYBODY HAS
ASKED FOR IT.
Q IT'S NOT SOMETHING THAT YOU MENTIONED DURING YOUR
DEPOSITION, IS THAT RIGHT?
A NO, BUT -- YOU KNOW, THERE ARE SO MANY STORIES IN
MY DEALINGS WITH ANN HOPKINS IT'S HARD TO RECALL ALL OF THEM.



























A I BELIEVE IT WAS 1980, YES.
Q IN EARLY 1981 YOU MENTIONED KAREN NOLD AND WE
TALKED ABOUT THIS DURING YOUR DEPOSITION. I THINK KAREN NOLD
CAME TO YOU AND SHE SAID I'M HAVING PROBLEMS GETTING THROUGH
TO ANN. YOU SAID TO HER, AS I RECALL, THAT YOU NEED TO BE
MORE ASSERTIVE. IT'S IMPORTANT NOT JUST FOR ANN HOPKINS BUT
FOR YOUR CAREER GENERALLY TO BE MORE ASSERTIVE.
A A D THE JOB, YES.
Q ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A YES #
Q AND SHE CAME BACK TO YOU IN A COUPLE OF MONTHS AND
YOU ASKED HER HOW THINGS WERE GOING AND ACCORDING TO YOU SHE
INDICATED IT WAS STILL A STRUGGLE BUT THAT SHE FELT IT WAS
MUCH BETTER, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A YES. I THINK THAT'S RIGHT.
THE COURT: THAT'S WHAT HE TOLD ME JUST NOW.
THE WITNESS: I THINK THAT'S RIGHT. YOU'VE GOT TO
UNDERSTAND KAREN NOLD, WHEN SHE FIRST JOINED US WAS A VERY  
WE VIEWED HER AS A VERY TECHNICAL DATA PROCESS ORIENTED
INDIVIDUAL BUT RATHER SOFT SPOKEN, RATHER QUIET AND EXHIBITED
SOME DIFFICULTIES, AT LEAST ON OUR PART, IN DRAWING THAT
STRENGTH OUT OF HER. IN PART I THINK SHE SUFFERED FROM THAT
AT FMS-1, AT LEAST IN THE EARLY STAGES OF IT.
BY MR. HURON:



























AN EXCHANGE BETWEEN PAT BOWMAN AND ANN HOPKINS?
A IN THE PRESENCE OF THE ENTIRE GROUP, YES.
Q AND YOU SAID ANN IMMEDIATELY BACKED OFF.
A YES.
Q AND THEN  
A NOT BACKED OFF. SHE JUST DIDN'T SAY ANYTHING. THE
MEETING WENT ON. THERE WAS NOT MUCH FOR ANYBODY TO SAY.
CLEARLY PAT BOWMAN WAS NOT ABOUT TO BE TAMPERED WITH AND THERE
WAS NO USE TO PROCEED FURTHER WITH THE MATTER.
Q AND THEN THE LUNCH THAT YOU AND MR. KRULWICH AND
MISS HOPKINS HAD WHICH YOU SAID PRECIPITATED THE COUNSELING
SESSION WITH FRED LAUGHLIN, THAT WASN'T SOMETHING THAT YOU
TESTIFIED ABOUT IN YOUR DEPOSITION EITHER  WAS IT?
A NO, I DON'T BELIEVE I DID. I DON'T THINK WE TALKED
ABOUT IT IN THE DEPOSITION.
Q SO THE INCIDENTS YOU VE RECOUNTED ENDED IN THE





A ' 81 . I'M SORRY.
NOW, YOU HAVE TESTIFIED THAT YOU TALKED TO ANN




























A I TRIED TO, YES.
Q AND YOU SAID THAT YOU THOUGHT THAT THE SITUATION
TO THE EXTENT IT WAS A PROBLEM IMPROVED OVER TIME AND SHE
RESPONDED WELL TO YOUR TALKING ABOUT IT, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A YES. I FELT THAT THE -- ONE OF THE -- YES, SHE
DID. AS A MATTER OF FACT, ONE OF THE THINGS THAT FRED LAUGHLIN
TALKED TO HER ABOUT WAS TO CLEAN UP HER DESK. THAT WAS
ACTUALLY A DIRECT COMMENT FROM ME. I WAS UNHAPPY WITH THE
DISORGANIZATION ON HER DESK AND FROM THEN ON I DON'T RECALL
ANN EXCEPT IN VERY RARE INSTANCES HAVING A MESSY DES . SO
WITH THE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS, IN MY VIEW THEY IMPROVED,
Q SO BY THE SUMMER OF 1982 WHEN IT  AS TIME TO PROPOSE
HER FOR PARTNERSHIP YOU FELT SHE WAS A VALID PARTNER CANDIDATE?
A THERE WAS NO QUESTION IN MY MIND THAT ANN HOPKINS
WAS A VALID PARTNER CANDIDATE. I SO STATED IN MY LONG FORM
REPORT. I EXHIBITED THE SAME FEELINGS IN MY GREEN SHEET
PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS.
THE COURT: WE'VE GONE THROUGH THAT BEFORE.
THE WITNESS: I WAS ON HER SIDE. THERE'S NO QUES¬
TION ABOUT THAT.
BY MR. HURON:
Q NOW, AS OF THE SUMMER OF 1982 WHEN SHE WAS PROPOSED
FOR PARTNERSHIP I'D LIKE TO SHOW YOU A COPY OF THE PROPOSAL
AND JUST ASK YOU ONE QUESTION ABOUT IT, WHICH IS PLAINTIFF'S



























IT'S THE NARRATIVE DESCRIBING THE REASONS FOR THE OFFICE
SUPPORT OF HER CANDIDACY, IS THAT RIGHT?
A YES .
Q I'D LIKE TO JUST FOCUS ON THE LAST LI E OF THE
NARRATIVE WHICH SAYS   COULD YOU JUST READ THE LAST LINE IN
THE RECORD, PLEASE?
A ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT PARAGRAPH THREE?
Q YES, THE LAST LINE OF THE ENTIRE MEMO.
A "ALL THE PARTNERS IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES STRONGLY SUPPORT HER CANDIDACY AND LOOK FORWARD TO
HER ADMISSION."
Q SO IT'S ACCURATE, IS IT NOT, THAT AS OF AUGUST OF
'82 YOU HAD NO REASON TO BELIEVE THAT ANY PARTNERS IN OGS
HAD SERIOUS COMPLAINTS ABOUT ANN HOPKINS?
A THAT'S CORRECT. WHEN I WROTE THAT SENTENCE ON THE
TAIL END OF THIS DOCU ENT, AND THAT'S MY SENTENCE, ONE, THAT
I CONSISTENTLY LIKED TO SEE ANY PROPOSAL MADE BY AN OFFICE
ALTHOUGH IT WAS NOT A VERY COMMON THING TO SEE THAT, I STRONGLY
FELT THAT THAT STATEMENT WAS AS ACCURATE AS IT STATES.
Q AND THAT'S BECAUSE NONE OF YOUR PARTNERS AT OGS
HAD COME AND TOLD YOU OTHERWISE?
A IN THE DISCUSSIONS THAT WE HAD IN 1982 WHICH WERE
CONSIDERABLY LESS THAN THE ONES IN 1983, IN FACT, VIRTUALLY
LITTLE DISCUSSION AT ALL, I HEARD NO OBJECTIONS, I HEARD NO



























ACCURATE IN PUTTING THAT DOCUMENT FORTH WITH THAT STATEMENT
AT THE TAIL END OF IT.
Q IN FACT, ALL THE PARTNERS AT OGS GOT TO SEE THAT
MEMO AND REVIEW IT, LOOK AT IT BEFORE IT WENT OUT?
A NO, THAT S NOT CORRECT.
Q THEY DIDN’T GET TO SEE IT?
A NO. LET ME CHARACTERIZE FOR YOU EXACTLY HOW THIS
ENTIRE PROPOSAL WAS DEVELOPED AND THIS IS TRUE FOR JUST ABOUT
ANYBODY. A NUMBER OF PARTNERS  ILL BE OR A PARTNER WILL BE
SINGLED OUT TO WRITE THE BASIC PROPOSAL. IN FACT, WE'RE DOING
THAT RIGHT NOW FOR THIS COMING JULY. NOW, THAT ENTAILS
GENERATING A NUMBER OF STATISTICS ON THE FIRST TWO PAGES.
INFORMATION. WE HAVE TO GO THROUGH THE FILE TO GET THAT
INFORMATION. WE HAVE TO GO BAC  TO THE DOCUMENTS REGARDING
CHARGEABLE HOURS BY JOB. IT TAKES AWHILE TO ACCUMULATE THAT
INFORMATION AND THEN IN ADDITION THE FIRST INDIVIDUAL TO WRITE
THE PROPOSAL WILL ATTEMPT A DRAFT OF THIS LAST SECTION, WHICH
IT'S GENERALLY TITLED DISTINGUISHING CHRACTERISTICS, ET CETERA.
AT THAT POINT WE COME FORTH AND IN ANN'S CASE WE COME FORTH
WITH A DRAFT OF THE PROPOSAL.
Q WHO DID THAT?
A I'M SORRY?
Q WHO DRAFTED IT? WHO DID THE FIRST DRAFT?
A I M STILL NOT CLEAR ON THAT, WHETHER IT WAS



























SOME HAVE NOW SAID IT WAS EPELBAU . IT WAS ONE OR THE OTHER.
IT WAS NOT ONLY CLEAR TO ME BUT I BELIEVE WHOEVER IT WASN'T
GOT THE NEXT ATTEMPT TO DRAFT IT, SO FOR ALL INTENTS AND
PURPOSES BEFORE I REALLY WENT AT IT OR BEFORE KRULWICH WENT
AT IT, AND WE WERE THE FINAL TWO ON IT, WARDER AND EPELBAUM
WERE INVOLVED IN WRITE AND RE-WRITE AND RE-WRITE AGAIN. WHY
THE RE-WRITES? BECAUSE WE WERE CHALLENGING, WE WERE CRITI¬
CIZING STATEMENTS THAT WERE IN THERE. NOW, THIS WASN'T IN ANY
KIND OF A MEETING. THEY WOULD COME FORTH. THIS IS MY LATER
DRAFT. I WOULD TAKE A LOOK AT IT AND I WOULD SAY, WELL, I
SEE SOME PROBLEM HERE. WE'LL TRY SOMEBODY ELSE TO RE-WRITE
IT. THEIR PROPOSAL IS TERRIBLY IMPORTANT BECAUSE IT IS THE
ONLY DOCUMENT OFFERED TO THE PARTNERS WHICH DEMONSTRATES OR
SHOWS WHAT THE INDIVIDUAL HAS DONE AND IS THE ONLY PLACE IN
TIME WHERE WE ARE ALLOWED THE UNSTATED RULES OF THE FIRM TO --
WHAT'S CALLED TO POLITIC FOR AN INDIVIDUAL, TO CAMPAIGN FOR
AN INDIVIDUAL. THAT'S THE ONLY CHANCE YOU HAVE. IN FACT,
IT'S WELL KNOWN AND WELL UNDERSTOOD IN THE FIRM THAT ANYBODY
TRYING ANY OTHER METHOD IS CLEARLY IN VIOLATION OF THE UN¬
STATED LAW AND IS TERRIBLY FROWNED UPON. SO WE HAD TO HAVE
THIS RIGHT. IT HAD TO BE DONE JUST EXACTLY RIGHT. EVERY
WORD. EVERY NUANCE. AND AGAIN, AS THIS THING IS BEING
WRITTEN I M WELL AWARE THAT THERE ARE THOSE EVEN IN THE
PARTNERSHIP RANKS WHO QUESTION ANN'S INTERPERSONAL SKILLS,




























Q BUT NOBODY AT OGS?
A NONE THAT I HAD KNOW, NO. BUT I KNE  THAT WE WERE
TALKING NOW TO THE ENTIRE PARTNERSHIP. SOME 600 PEOPLE AT
THE TIME AND I DIDN'T KNOW ALL OF HER MEETINGS AND ASSOCIATIONS
AND LUNCHES AND DINNERS OR WORK SITUATIONS THAT SHE HAD WITH
PEOPLE SO WE HAD TO ANSWER ALL OF THOSE. SO THIS DOCUMENT
WENT BACK AND FORTH AMONGST MANY PEOPLE. A REAL ATTEMPT ON
MY PART TO EXTRACT THE BEST POSSIBLE DOCUMENT. FINALLY IT
CAME DOWN TO A FAIRLY POLISHED PIECE OF WORK AND LEW KRULWICH
AND I THEN WENT OVER IT TOGETHER. A FEW WORDS WERE ADDED.
A FEW THOUGHTS WE E GIVEN BY LEW AND I WENT BACK ON MY OWN,
BACK HOME, AS A MATTER OF FACT, NOT ONLY WITH THE HOPKINS'
DOCUMENT BUT ALSO FOR LUM AND SHICK WHO WERE ALSO BEING
PROPOSED FROM OUR OFFICE THAT SAME YEAR AND I ATTEMPTED TO
MAKE ANY ALTERATIONS OR ADJUSTMENTS I FELT WERE NECESSARY
BEFORE TAKING IT BACK TO MY SECRETARY, FINALLY TYPING IT,
SIGNING IT AND SENDING IT OFF WITH THE OTHER T O TO MR. CONNOR,
NOW, WHAT I'M CHARACTERIZING HERE THEREFORE IS THAT
THE   ALMOST MAYBE TWO TO THREE WEEKS OF TIME.ELAPSED BETWEEN
A MEETING OF THE PARTNERS IN OGS AND A SUBMISSION OF THIS
DOCUMENT INTO THE MAILS TO MR. CONNOR IN WHICH THERE WAS
CONSIDERABLE RE-WRITE BY AN EVER DECREASING NUMBER OF PARTNERS
AND THEN FINALLY MYSELF.



























HOPKINS TO MANAGE THE WORD PROCESSING UNIT AT OGS, IS THAT
CORRECT?
A I THINK THAT'S THE RIGHT TIME. YES, I THINK YOU'RE
RI GH T .
Q LET ME SHO  YOU PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT NUMBER 28.
A RIGHT. OKAY. THIS IS AN ANNOUNCEMENT EFFECTIVE
OCTOBER 1, 1982 THAT ANN WOULD NOW BE IN CHARGE OF THAT
DEPARTMENT.
Q AND SHE HAD SUCCEEDED HUN ER JONES, WHO WAS A
PARTNER, WHO HAD PREVIOUSLY MANAGED WORD PROCESSING?
A YES. I THINK YOU SHOULD UNDERSTAND THAT MY MANAGE¬
MENT STYLE IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES IS TO NOT HAVE
A MANAGEROF THE OFFICE, AN ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGER, BUT INSTEAD
WHICH IS CH RACTERISTIC OF ALMOST ALL THE OTHER OFFICES. INSTEA
I PASSED ALL THE TASKS OF ADMINISTRATION AROUND TO VARIOUS
PEOPLE, SOME PARTNERS, SOME MANAGERS, EVEN SOME CONSULTANTS,
FOR THAT MATTER, IN MORE MINOR AREAS. THINGS SUCH AS
CONTINUING EDUCATION, THINGS SUCH AS THE ACCOUNTING DEPART¬
MENT. THINGS SUCH AS THE WORD PROCESSING DEPARTMENT AND SO
ON AND SO FORTH. ANN WAS GIVEN AT THIS TIME THIS JOB OF
RUNNING THE WORD PROCESSING DEPARTMENT AT THE   UPON THE
LEAVE OF HUNTER JONES FOR EGYPT.
Q AND BEFORE HUNTER JONES FRED LAUGHLIN HAD RUN THE
WORD PROCESSING UNIT?



























Q AND YOU TESTIFIED IN YOUR DEPOSITION  I BELIEVE, THA
ANN HOPKINS WAS VERY EFFECTIVE?
A I THOUGHT SO, YES.
Q AND SHE CLEARED UP THE BAC LOG IN THE UNIT AND
THAT NOBODY QUIT?
A YES. I DON'T RECALL WE HAD PEOPLE QUITTING THOUGH
RIGHT AND LEFT BEFORE THAT. IT WAS A CASE OF MAKING SURE
THAT PEOPLE DIDN'T QUIT' AND I THINK THAT:THOSE WHO CARRIED
ON SINCE ANN, NAMELY, DAVID ZISKEY CSPELLED  HONETICALLY)
WHO IS IN CHARGE OF THAT DEPARTMENT, ALSO SENIOR MANAGER, HAS
DONE QUITEV/WELL IN THE SAME REGARD. BUT I GIVE ANN A LOT OF
CREDIT KEEPING THE DEPARTMENT ON FAIRLY EVEN KEEL.
Q AND YOU SAID THAT SHE ADDRESSED THE PERSONAL
PROBLEMS OF PEOPLE ON THE STAFF?
A YES .
Q YOU SAID IT WAS ONE OF THE FIRST TIMES YOU HAD
SEEN SOMEONE AT THAT LEVEL, PARTNER OR MANAGER, TO GET
INVOLVED WITH THE PEOPLE THEMSELVES?
A YES. WHEN ANN AND I TALKED ABOUT THE NEEDS OR THE
DIFFICULTIES OF THIS DEPARTMENT I GAVE HER SOME OF THE
HISTORY OF IT. I TOLD HER THAT HUNTER JONES, A VERY TECHNICAL
EDP PARTNER, HAD APPROACHED THAT JOB FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF
KIND OF MACHINES AND OPERATIONS AND PRODUCTIVITY. AND I SAID
THAT WAS IMPORTANT BUT THAT NOW WE NEEDED SOMETHING ELSE AND



























SIGNS OF REACTING TO COMPENSATION ADJUSTMENTS, THAT THEY WERE
INADEQUATE, THAT THEIR SKILLS -- THEIR UNHAPPINESS THAT THEY
WEREN'T BEING GIVEN CONSIDERATION AS TO THEIR WORK LOADS, SO
ON AND SO FORTH, AND THEIR PRIORITY NEEDS, THAT'SOMEBODY NEEDED
TO DEAL WITH IT SO WE HAD DISCUSSED THAT ISSUE AND ANN WAS
RESPONSIVE TO IT. I DIDN'T NEED TO ASK HER A SECOND TIME TO
GET INTO THOSE AREAS. SHE JUMPED IN WITH BOTH FEET, SO TO
SPEAK, AND DID WELL.
Q YOU SAID SHE WENT RIGHT TO THE CORE OF THOSE
PROBLEMS?
A YES .
Q YOU HAD MENTIONED AT THE TIME THAT ANN HOPKINS
WAS PROPOSED BY OGS HENRY LUM AND FRED SHICK WERE ALSO
PROPOSED, IS THAT RIGHT?
A YES .
Q AND IT'S TRUE, IS IT NOT, THAT STEVEN HIGGINS WAS
PROPOSED BY THE NEW ORLEANS OFFICE WHERE HE HAD PREVIOUSLY
WORKED ALTHOUGH HE HAD BEEN WORKING FOR OGS FOR TEN MONTHS?
A IN EFFECT HE WAS IN A TOUR OF DUTY ON OGS BUT
PROPOSED BY THE NEW ORLEANS OFFICE. KIND OF AN UNUSUAL PATTER
BUT THAT'S THE WAY THEY WANTED TO RUN IT.
Q OKAY. THEN IN MARCH OF 1983 YOU GOT A CALL FROM
MR. CONNOR WHO TOLD YOU THAT LUM HAD MADE IT, SHICK HAD MADE
IT, HIGGINS HAD MADE IT?




























OF COURSE NOT BEING PROPOSED FROM OUR OFFICE, IT'S NOT
APPROPRIATE FOR HIM TO DISCUSS THAT WITH ME.
Q BUT THAT ANN HOPKINS HAD NOT MADE IT?
A HE SAID ANN HOP INS HAD BEEN HELD. I  FACT, THAT'S
THE WAY HE STARTED THE CONVERSATION. HE SAID SOMETHING TO THE
EFFECT THAT THIS IS THE WEEK FOR ME TO TELL YOU THAT ANN
HOPKINS HAS BEEN HELD BY THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEEAND THE
POLICY BOARD AND I'D LIKE TO EXPLAIN TO YOU THE REASONS WHY.
I SAID BEFORE YOU GO ON, WHAT ABOUT LUM AND SHICK? AND HE
SAID I THINK THEY'LL BE IN. OF COURSE, THIS IS PENDING THE
VOTE OF THE PARTNERS, THE BALLOT VOTE WHICH WAS FORTHCOMING
SOON. AND WE PROCEEDED TO DISCUSS THE ANN HOPKINS' SITUATION.
I WILL SAY THAT I WAS TERRIBLY UNHAPPY AND REALLY WASN'T
TERRIBLY CONCERNED ABOUT WHETHER LUM OR SHICK   WHATEVER
VIEWS THEY HAD ON LUM OR SHICK. IT WAS ANN THAT I WAS VERY
CONCERNED ABOUT BECAUSE I FELT VERY STRONGLY THAT SHE SHOULD
HAVE BEEN ADMITTED.
Q WHY DID HE SAY SHE HAD BEEN HELD?
A WHY DID SHE SAY --
Q WHY DID MR. CONNOR SAY THAT MISS HOPKINS HAD BEEN
HELD?
A OH, I'M SORRY. HE SAID THAT THE -- SHE   HE SPOKE
IN TERMS OF HER NEEDS AS OPPOSED TO WHY SHE HAD BEEN HELD AND
HER NEEDS WERE PRESUMABLY TO EXEMPLIFY THINGS SHE HAD TO OVER¬
COME, TO IN FACT BE PROPOSED AND ACCEPTED, AND HE SAID   HE



























CONVERSATION. HE REPEATED IT OVER AND OVER AND OVER AGAI .
AND I STILL HEAR HIM SAYING THOSE WORDS. HE SAID TONE DOWN.
SHE WILL HAVE TO TONE DOWN HER APPROACH TO PEOPLE. WE GOT
INTO MANY SIDE DISCUSSIONS OF JUST EXACTLY   TRYING TO
PINPOINT EXACTLY WHAT THAT MEANT. ONE OF THE EXAMPLES HE
USED OR DEFINITIONS HE USED WAS THAT SHE HAD IRRITATED A
NUMBER OF STRONG MCS PARTNERS IN THE FIRM.
Q DID HE SAY WHO THEY WERE?
A NO.
Q AND IT WAS INAPPROPRIATE FOR ME TO ASK.
Q WHO DO YOU THIN  THEY WERE?
THE COURT: WHAT DIFFERENCE DOES ANY OF THAT MAKE
IN THE CASE? I MEAN I DON'T   I'M FINDING THIS VERY DIFFI¬
CULT TO SEE THAT IT'S MOVING THIS CASE ANYWHERE. YOU'VE GOT
ON THE STAND SOMEONE WHO THINKS SHE SHOULD HAVE BEEN A PARTNER
MR. HURON: THAT'S RIGHT.
THE COURT: AND HE SAID IT ABOUT AS MANY WAYS AS HE
KNOWS HOW TO SAY IT ORALLY AND IN WRITING AND EVERYWHERE ELSE.
WELL, HE DIDN'T WIN OUT. OTHER PARTNERS APPARENTLY HAD A
DIFFERENT VIEW. NOW, MR. BEYER DOESN'T CONTROL THE PARTNER¬
SHIP. HE'S JUSTONE, AN IMPORTA T ONE, BUT ONE OF MANY PART¬
NERS .
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: HE WAS IN THE BEST POSITION IN MANY WAYS



























THING A MAN CAN DO, I THINK, TO LET EVERYBODY ELSE KNOW WHAT
HE THINKS. WHICH IS WHAT HE SHOULD DO IN DEALING WITH HIS
PARNTERS. SO WHAT ELSE IS THERE ABOUT IT?
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, I  
THE COURT: WHERE ARE WE GETTING BY EMPHASIZING
AND EMPHASIZING THE OBVIOUS IS WHAT I DON'T UNDERSTAND. WHAT
DOES IT DO FOR THE CASE?
MR. HURON: I THINK THAT ASPECT IN TERMS OF
MR. BEYER'S SUPPORT I WOULD AGREE, YOUR HONOR. IN TERMS OF  
HE HAS TESTIFIED ABOUT PROBLEMS THAT HE HAD HEARD AND I THINK
IT IS RELEVANT TO POINT OUT THE TIMING OF THOSE PROBLEMS AND
HIS PERCEPTION OF THE CORRECTIVE ACTION THAT WAS TAKEN. I
THINK QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN RAISED ABOUT INTERPERSONAL SKILLS
AND I THINK IT'S QUITE RELEVANT TO POINT OUT HOW MISS HOPKINS
FOCUSED ON THAT PARTICULAR ISSUE IN DEALING WITH A WORD
PROCESSING STAFF AND DID IT VERY EFFECTIVELY. IT SEEMS TO
ME  
THE COURT: BUT THAT ISN'T NEWS, IS IT?
MR. HURON: I'M NOT SURE THAT IT'S SOMETHING THAT'S
BEEN FOCUSED ON PARTICULARLY AS OF THIS POINT, BUT I UNDER¬
STAND YOUR MESSAGE.
THE COURT: THE THING THAT I THOUGHT WE WERE GOING
TO HEAR FROM THIS GENTLEMAN WHEN YOU SAIDYESTERDAY THAT YOU
HAD 20 MINUTES -- WE'VE NOW BEEN AN HOUR -- WAS THAT YOU WERE



























SUPPORT HER. THAT'S WHAT I THOUGHT THE 20 MINUTES WERE GOING
TO BE ABOUT. WE'VE HAD AN HOUR HERE NOW AND  E HAVEN'T GOTTEN
TO THAT AND THAT'S WHAT I'M INTERESTED IN, FRANKLY. I'D LIKE
TO  NOW WHAT HAPPENED AT THAT TIME. THAT'S AN INTERESTING
ASPECT OF THE CASE AND I'M SURE MR. BEYER IS WAITING FOR YOU
TO ASK HIM ABOUT IT.
MR. HURON: THANK YOU.
BY MR. HURON:
Q IN THE SUMMER OF '83, THE OGS PARTNERS MET TO
CONSIDER CANDIDATE PROPOSALS AND YOU PROPOSED TOM COLBERG
BUT NOT ANN HOPKINS, IS THAT RIGHT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q YOU PERSONALLY CONTINUED TO SUPPORT ANN HOPKINS AT
THAT POINT?
A AS STRONGLY AS I POSSIBLY COULD.
Q BUT YOU WROTE A LETTER TO MR. CONNOR SAYING THAT
SHE HAD AT THAT POINT STRONG OPPOSITION FROM TWO OGS PARTNERS?
A YES .
Q AND MIXED SORT OF OPPOSTION, PARTIAL LOYALTY,
PARTIAL OPPOSITION FROM THE THIRD.
A WHAT I DIDN'T SAY IN THAT LETTER  AS THAT THE VOTE
WAS 13 TO 2 AGAINST HER. WHAT I DID SAY IN THE LETTER WAS
THAT THERE WERE   THERE WAS A HARD CORE   I DIDN'T SAY
HARD CORE   I SAID THERE WERE TWO OR THREE PARTNERS STRONGLY



























DETAILS OF WHAT I WOULD CONSIDER TO BE SOMETHING AKIN TO
SHORT FORM VOTES BUT UNDERSTAND THAT IF IT HAD BEEN ONLY ONE
PERSON I WOULD HAVE WOR ED EVEN HARDER TO OVERCOME THAT,
WOULD NOT HAVE EVEN GIVEN UP, BUT THE SHEER WEIGHT OF 13
PARTNERS AGAINST LEW KRULWICH AND MYSELF WAS MORE THAN I COULD
HANDLE AT THAT POINT.
THE COURT: THESE WERE ALL PEOPLE IN YOUR UNIT.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT. THESE ARE PARTNERS IN
THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES, 15 OF US AT THAT POINT IN
TIME  WHO WERE MEETING TO DISCUSS A RE-WRITE OR ANOTHER SUB¬
MISSION OF THIS PROPOSAL TO THE NATIONAL OFFICE, TO MR. CONNOR
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE ENTIRE PARTNERSHIP.
BY MR. HURON:
Q AND ONE OF THE STRONG OPPONENTS WAS DON EPELBAUM,
IS THAT RIGHT?
A YES .
Q WHEN DID HE FIRST NOTIFY YOU THAT HE WAS GOING TO
OPPOSE HER?
A DON CALLED ME ONE DAY, I THIN  IT MUST HAVE BEEN
MAY, JUNE? I DON'T RECALL. IT WAS A COUPLE OF WEEKS OR A
MONTH BEFORE THE FIRST OF THESE MEETINGS IN '80 -- SUMMER OF
'83 OVER PARTNERSHIP CANDIDATES. HE SAID I NEED TO HAVE LUNCH
WITH YOU. I SAID, WELL, SURE, WHY NOT? IS THIS SOME  IND OF
A FORMAL ANNOUNCEMENT THAT YOU'RE GOING TO MAKE, OR WHAT'S



























SAID, OKAY, FINE, DON. NO PROBLEM. WE MET AND HE SAID, TOM,
I HAVE SOMETHING TO TELL YOU AND I THINK I OUGHT TO TELL IT TO
YOU NOW AS OPPOSED TO WAITING FOR YOU TO FIND OUT ABOUT IT
LATER. IT'S IMPORTANT THAT YOU KNOW NOW THAT I,CANNOT SUPPORT
ANN HOPKINS FOR PARTNERSHIP.
Q DID YOU ASK HIM WHY?
A WELL, AFTER COMING OFF THE CEILING, YES. I WAS
INFURIATED. I WAS TERRIBLY UNHAPPY WITH HIM. HOW THE DEVIL
CAN YOU NOW SAY NO? AND HE, THROUGH MY ANGER   IN SPITE OF
THAT HE ATTEMPTED TO GO THROUGH PIECE BY PIECE HIS REASONS
FOR IT, HIS CONCERNS AND HIS ULTIMATE VOTE. AND HE SAID,
TOM, I THINK IT'S IMPORTANT THAT YOU KNOW THIS BECAUSE I OF
COURSE REALIZE THAT WE ARE SOON TO BE GOING INTO MEETINGS
WITH THE REST OF THE PARTNERS IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES AND I DON'T THINK IT'S WELL FOR ME TO BLINDSIDE YOU
IN THOSE MEETINGS WITH A NO VOTE. I THIN  YOU OUGHT TO KNOW
ABOUT IT NOW SO YOU CAN PREPARE FOR IT AND DO WHATEVER YOU
THINK HAS TO BE DONE. HE SPOKE OF HIS REASONS AS BEING IN
PART HIS FEELINGS,AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE UNHAPPINESS OF
OTHERS. HE SAID, AS YOU KNOW, MARGE GELLER DOESN'T SUPPORT
ANN HOPKINS. SHE'S GOT A LOT OF CONCERNS. DOESN'T SUPPORT
HER. I'M SORRY. A BETTER STATEMENT IS THAT SHE FINDS IT
VERY DIFFICULT TO WORK WITH ANN HOPKINS AND SHE'S VERY UNHAPPY
WITH HER. OF COURSE AT THAT POINT IN TIME MARGE GELLER IS



























AND I SAID, DON, YOU'RE BRINGING ME SOME HISTORY, THIS IS
OLD INFORMATION, OF WHICH I'M NOT A ARE. WHERE IS THIS COMING
FROM? HOW COME? AND HE SAID, TOM, I'M TELLING YOU THAT THERE
ARE A NUMBER OF PEOPLE AND MARGE GELLER IS ONE OF THEM, AND
rSAID, THAT'S NEWS TO ME. I ASKED HIM IF I SHOULD GO AND TALK
TO HER, WOULD SHE SAY THE SAME THING TO ME? HE SAID, YES,
PLEASE DO. / ND AT A SU SEQUENT LUNCHEON OR SOMETHING I DID
HAVE WITHfMARGE GELLER T ASKED HER AND I DID GET THAT ANSWER,
THAT DON W   "l54JIXE-  a>fi ATE . HE\aLSO MENTION TOM COL BERG.
WELL, I KNEW THAT  OM COLBERG HA0 CONTINUED TO HAVE PROBLEMS
WITH ANN GOING WA  BACK~~BETFORE I EVEN HAD COME I TO THE OFFICE
FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES IN WHICH ANN AND TOM HAD WORKED
TOGETHER ON ONE OF THE BIA JOBS WITH LEW KRULWICH. SO THAT
WAS NCF NEW TO ME  I SAID THAT'S NOTHING. WHO ELSE? AND HE
SAId c CLURE.  ND I SAID THAT WAS NEW. YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT
ANN' AHp bA R  MC CLURE WORKING TOGETHER ON THE PROPOSAL FOR
FMS-2? AND HE SAID, YES, THAT'S WHERE THEY HAD THEIR MEETINGS
AND LARRY MC CLURE WAS VERY UNHAPPY WITH THAT WHOLE SITUATION.
AND SO WHO ELSE? SAID WE'RE
GOING TO FIND OUT WHAT STEVE HIGGINS' VIEWS ARE WHEN WE MEET
BECAUSE STEVE HIGGINS WILL BE IN THOSE PARTNERSHIIP MAKING
DISCUSSIONS. I SAID, WELL, NOW, ARE YOU JUST TELLING ME THAT'5
ONLY THE PEOPLE   OTHER PEOPLE THAT'S CAUSING YOU TO COME TO
A NEGATIVE VOTE, AND HE SAID ABSOLUTELY NOT. I'M LEADING UP



























CAUSED BY AN INCREASINGLY DIFFICULT RELATIONSHIP WITH HER.
DON WENT THROUGH A NUMBER OF EXAMPLES BUT THE FIRST ONE I
REMEMBER HIM TALKING ABOUT WAS THE SITUATION OF JAMIE
MC CULLOUGH. JAMIE WAS A YOUNG SENIOR CONSULTANT WORKING
ON THE REMS PROJECT WITH ANN AND ME. A COMPETENT -- A GOOD
TECHNICIAN  A GOOD CONSULTANT. DON NEED SOME EXTRA HELP OVER
IN THE FMS JOB. HE CAME TO ME ASKING IS THERE ANYBODY ELSE
YOU CAN SPARE ANYWHERE? I NEED SOME MORE HELP. WE'RE ALMOST
DESPERATE NOW. WE NEED IT NOW. I SAID, WELL, LOOK, I DON'T
KNOW WHERE WE CAN GET IT BUT ONE PLACE WE CAN TRY IS CERTAINLY
OVER IN THE REMS JOB. LET'S CALL ANN, BRING HER IN AND LET'SX
TALK ABOUT IT. WE DID. ANN CAME IN AND SAID JAMIE MC CULLOUG
OKAY. I WAS A LITTLE STARTLED BY THE SUGGESTION BUT, OK   
ANN'S CONTROLLING THE JOB. BUT DON SAID, WELL, LOOK, DON'T
YOU WANT TO GO BACK AND THINK ABOUT THIS? I MEAN WE'VE REALLY
HIT YOU COLD ON THIS. DON'T YOU WANT TO GO BACK AND REVIEW
YOUR PROGRAM AND YOUR PLANS AND SO ON AND SO FORTH, AND YOUR
PROPOSED UTILIZATION OF HER BEFORE YOU COME TO A CONCLUSION,
AND ANN SAID NO. I WASN'T QUITE SURE WHERE ANN' FELT SHE WAS
GOING TO GET THE REPLACEMENT FOR JAMIE BUT I FELT I WILL LET
THE CONVERSATION GO ON AND SEE WHERE IT CAME. WELL, IT ENDED
UP THAT JAMIE WAS GOING TO BE ON THE FMS JOB WITH DON AND
AND SHE WAS GOING TO LEAVE THE REMS JOB. LATER ON I ASKED
ANN ABOUT THAT. I SAID, ARE YOU SURE? AND SHE SAID, WELL,



























SHE CAME BACK, ACCORDING TO DON, TO HIM, AND SAID  O, YOU CAN'
HAVE HER, I DESPERATELY NEED HER. IT WILL 'DESTROY THE WHOLE
JOB. SOMETHING TO THAT EFFECT. AND DON RELATED IT TO ME.
Q AND THEN SHE CALLED YOU AND TOLD YOU THAT? ANN
HOPKINS CALLED YOU AND TOLD YOU I CHECKED WITH MY SENIOR
MANAGERS, HARRY BARSCHDORF AND SANDY KINSEY AND IN FACT WE
NEED TO KEEP JAMIE MC CULLOUGH?
A I THINK ANN DID TELL ME THAT SHE CAME TO THAT
CONCLUSION BUT I DON'T KNOW IF THAT WAS BEFORE OR AFTER A
CONVERSATION WITH DON. SINCE JAMIE MC CULLOUGH STAYED WHERE
SHE WAS I JUST DECIDED IT WAS NOT WORTH PENETRATING FURTHER
TO THE CIRCUMSTANCES THAT LED TO THE CONCLUSIONS.
Q SO THAT'S ONE INCIDENT THAT MR. EPELBAUM MENTIONED?
A YES. NOW, YOU UNDERSTAND  HY HE WAS UNHAPPY ABOUT
THAT. NOT THAT ANN HAD PULLED THE PERSON BACK BUT THAT SHE
HAD MANAGED HER JOBS IN SUCH A CAVALIER FASHION AS TO SAY
ONE DAY JAMIE'S AVAILABLE AND THE NEXT DAY NO, SHE'S NOT,
AND DON SAID, THAT'S NOT THE WAY TO RUN THE JOB. IF YOU'RE
THE PROJECT MANAGER OBSTENSIBLY YOU'RE IN CONTROL OF ALL
ASPECTS AND ALL FACETS OF IT AND CERTAINLY WHEN YOU'RE GIVEN
A CHANCE OR SUGGESTION TO GO BACK AND THINK ABOUT IT, TO
SAY NO, THAT'S NOT NECESSARY, THEN  
Q WELL, DID YOU THINK THAT WAS A PROBLEM WITH INTER¬
PERSONAL SKILLS OR WITH MANAGEMENT?



























TO THE CONCLUSION THAT HE COULD NOT SUPPORT ANN AND ONE OF HIS
ARGUMENTS WAS THAT HE FELT THAT HER ABILITY TO CONTROL A
SITUATION, CONTROL THE JOBS THAT SHE  AS RESPONSIBLE FOR, AND
HE SAID, YOU KNOW, THAT'S NO WAY TO RUN A JOB. 'HE SAID,
SECONDLY HE FELT THAT HE SIMPLY COULD NOT TOLERATE THE WAY
IN WHICH SHE WORKED WITH HIM. AND HE SAID, YOU KNOW, I'M
HAVING TROUBLE WITH HER NOW. AND I'M A PARTNER. SHE'S A
SENIOR MANAGER. WHEN SHE BECOMES A PARTNER, ASSUMING SHE
DOES, I DON'T KNOW WHAT KIND OF RELATIONSHIP WE'RE GOING TO
HAVE BUT IT CERTAINLY CAN'T BE BETTER THAN THE ONE WE HAVE
RIGHT NOW. IF I CAN'T TOLERATE IT NOW HOW AM I GOING TO
TOLERATE IT WHEN WE'RE EFFECTIVELY THE SAME LEVEL AS PARTNERS?
AND I SAID, WHAT ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT? AND HE SAID SHE HAS  
SHE COMES BACK TO ME AND TELL ME MY COMMENTS ARE STUPID. SHE
BARGES INTO MY OFFICE WHEN THE DOOR IS CLOSED, INTERRUPTS MY
CONVERSATIONS WITH PEOPLE AND GETS HER BUSINESS DONE AND TROMPT
OUT AGAIN, AND I CAN'T REMEMBER ALL OF THESE, BUT HE HAD A
LIST OF THESE. IF YOU WANT MORE YOU'LL HAVE TO ASK DON
SPECIFICALLY, BUT HE'S GETTING TO THE POINT. AT THAT POINT
I'M NOT LISTENING TERRIBLY WELL BECAUSE I'M THINKING HERE HE
IS, HE'S NOT GOING TO SUPPORT HER,  HAT'S THAT GOING TO DO
WITH MY CASE IN PRESENTATION OF ANN'S CANDIDACY TO ALL THE
PARTNERS IN ANOTHER COUPLE OF WEEKS.
Q LET'S MOVE ON TO THAT PARTNER MEETING, AND I'D



























TESTIFIED IN DEPOSITION ARE YOUR HANDWRITTEN NOTES ABOUT
VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THE MEETING.
A THANK YOU.
Q NOW, THERE ARE SOME INITIALS ON THAT AND I MAY WANT
TO ASK YOU TO IDENTIFY THEM. ON THE FIRST PAGE MDE" IS DON
EPELBAUM, IS THAT RIGHT?
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q AND HE SAID IN THAT MEETING HE SUPPORTED ANN LAST
YEAR BUT HE COULDN'T DO IT THIS YEAR. WORDS TO THAT EFFECT?
A WHERE HE DID LAST YEAR. YES. I'M WRITING VERY
FAST IN A FURIOUS MEETING. THAT'S WHY THESE NOTES ARE SO
SCRIBBLED. AND FURTHERMORE. THIS IS NOT ONE MEETING. THIS IS
AT LEAST TWO AND MAYBE THREE MEETINGS. WE HAD ALREADY
DISCUSSED A NUMBER OF OTHER CANDIDATES. ANN WAS   I PURPOSELY
HAD HELD HER FOR THE LAST ONE. MAYBE I COULD BE ACCUSED OF
BEING  EAKKNEED, BUT I KNEW THAT DON WAS AGAINST HER, WAS
GOING TO VOTE AGAINST HER AND I WASN'T QUITE SURE HOW TO GET
THE MATTER OUT IN FRONT OF THE PARTNERS. FINALLY I PLUNGED
IN AND HERE WE HAVE A DISCUSSION.
Q DID MR. EPELBAUM AT THE MEETING TELL ANY OF HIS
PARTNERS THAT IN FACT HE HAD CHANGED HIS VOTE FROM YES TO
HOLD DURING THE PREVIOUS YEAR'S ADMISSIONS PROCESS?
A I DON'T RECALL THAT. THERE'S A LOT OF THINGS THAT
WERE SAID THAT ARE NOT ON HERE.



























HE SAID HAVE HAD PROBLEMS, THE SAME FOUR YOU TALKED ABOUT
PREVIOUSLY?
A YES. HE SAID PEOPLE SAID THEY DIDN T WANT TO WOR 
FOR HER. I SAID, DON, YOU'D BETTER REVIEW WHO THOSE PEOPLE
ARE .
Q AND HE MENTIONED THE FOUR NAMES THAT  
A YES, AND WE WROTE THEM DOWN, MC CLURE, COLBERG,
HIGGINS, GELLER.
Q NOW, THEY ALL WORKED FOR ANN HOPKINS ON THE FMS-1
PROJECT, IS THAT RIGHT?
A THEY WERE ALL ASSOCIATED WITH IT IN ONE CAPACITY
OR ANOTHER WITH THAT JOB.
Q AND THE PROPOSAL WENT OUT ON THAT JOB AND HER POSI-
TION AS MANAGER ENDED BACK IN FEBRUARY OF '82. IS THAT RIGHT?
SOME 18 MONTHS EARLIER?
A YES, AND OF COURSE THEN SHE GOES ON FOR I DON'T KNOW
HOW MANY MONTHS IN A TRANSITION MODE AND SOME OF THESE PEOPLE
CAME OFF. I THINK MC CLURE CAME OFF FAIRLY SOON. COLBERG
WAS STILL ON. HIGGINS WAS STILL ON AND GELLER IS STILL ON.
SO THEY YOU KNOW, IT GOES INTO HER   HER RELATIONSHIP TO
THE JOB FMS GOES ON INTO THE SPRING AND SUMMER OF '82.
Q ISN'T THE PURPOSE OF A HOLD VOTE OR A HOLD DECISION





























Q ISN'T THAT ONE PURPOSE?
A MR. HURON, THIS IS AN AREA WHICH I HAVE HAD SOME
CONCERN WITH THE FIRM, THE FIRM'S PROCESS.
Q CAN YOU TELL ME WHETHER THAT'S ONE OF.THE PURPOSES,
AND THEN EXPLAIN YOUR ANSWER.
A YES, OSTENSIBLY THAT'S IT BUT LET'S LOOK AT THE
FACTS OR SITUATION. WE GET IN ANN'S CASE NOTIFICATION IN
MARCH OF '83 THAT SHE HAD BEEN HELD. THAT LEAVES US MARCH,
APRIL, MAY, JUNE, JULY, FIVE MONTHS OR LESS TO ERADICATE WHAT¬
EVER PROBLEMS THERE ARE IN ORDER TO COME UP WITH THE PROPOSAL
FOR THE NEXT YEAR ON AUGUST 1.
Q RIGHT. NOW, ALONG THOSE LINES ANN HOPKINS WAS THEN
AT THAT TIME IN THE SUMMER OF '83 MANAGING THE REMS PROJECT.
SHE HAD BEEN FOR ABOUT TEN MONTHS, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A YES, IN THE SUMMER OF '83 SHE IS MANAGING THE REMS
PROJECT, YES.
Q DID ANYBODY GO TO THE REMS STAFF, TO HER DEPUTIES,
SANDY KINSEY, HARRY BARSCHDORF AND ASK THEM WHETHER THEY WERE
EXPERIENCING THE SAME TYPES OF PROBLEMS THAT DON EPELBAUM
SAID PEOPLE EXPERIENCED 18 MONTHS TO TWO YEARS BEFORE?
A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE, OTHER THAN WARDER OR MYSELF.
Q WELL, DID --
THE COURT: WERE THERE 13 PARTNERS OR 15 PARTNERS
AT THAT MEETING?



























THE COURT: HOW DID IT BREAK DOWN SEX WISE? HO 
MANY WERE MEN, HOW MANY WERE WOMEN?
THE WITNESS: ALL MALE.
THE COURT: ALL  EN.
THE WITNESS: THREE TAX PARTNERS AND ALL THE REST  
THE COURT: YOU HAD NO WOMEN PARTNERS IN YOUR
ORGANIZATION?
THE WITNESS: NOT IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES.
THE COURT: THAT'S WHAT I MEAN. IN YOUR ORGANIZA¬
TION.
THE WITNESS: NO, NOT IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES AT THAT TIME. I'M SORRY. I'VE LOST YOUR QUESTION.
BY MR. HURON:
Q I ASKED WHETHER ANYONE HAD CHECKED WITH ANN'S
PRESENT STAFF TO SEE WHETHER --
A AND I ANSWERED THAT, YES.
Q BUT I'M NOT SURE   WAS THAT EXPRESSED AT THE
MEETING? DID ANYONE SAY AT THE MEETING HER PRESENT STAFF
TELLS ME SHE'S DOING FINE?
A NO, BUT YOU UNDERSTAND MY VIEW ON THAT MATTER. WE
TALKED ABOUT THAT AT THE DEPOSITION, THAT I CHARACTERIZED THE
REMS JOB AND THE EARLY MONTHS OF IT AS BEING ONE IN HIGH
TURMOIL, PARTICULARLY WITH RESPECT TO PEOPLE.




























A YES, THAT'S DIFFERENTIATED FROM THE BOB LA B WHO
WAS HERE YESTERDAY.
Q THAT'S RIGHT. AND AT THE TIME HE LEFT, AND HE LEFT
BECAUSE OF PERFORMANCE REASONS, ISN T THAT RIGHT?
A YES. WE'D BEEN HAVING TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES WITH
MR. LAM OVER SOMETIME AND I FINALLY CAME TO THE CONCLUSION,
ALONG WITH THE REST OF THE PARTNERS, IN 19   THE SPRING OF
1983 THAT HE REALLY HAD NO FURTHER LONG RANGE PROSPECTS WITH
THE FIRM AND THAT HIS PERFORMANCE IN MY VIEW WAS NOT ONE THAT
WE WANTED TO CONTINUE ON WITH. THEREFORE I SAID A TERMINATION
IS IN ORDER.
Q AND HE HAD BEEN WORKING FOR ANN HOP INS AS ONE OF
HER TWO DEPUTIES ALONG WITH HARRY BARSCHDORF?
A YES.
Q AND AT THE TIME HE LEFT ISN'T IT TRUE THAT HE SAID
THAT THE PERSON  HOSE RECOMMENDATION HE WOULD VALUE MOST WOULD
BE THAT OF ANN HOPKINS?
A YES. IN THE EXIT INTERVIEW I THINK THE QUESTION
WAS ASKED OF EVERYBODY. IF YOU HAVE -- WHO WOULD YOU USE AS
A REFERENCE, AND HE CITED ANN HOPKINS, AND I THINK THE QUES¬
TION WAS WHY ANN, AND HE SAID SIMPLY   I'M NOT SURE IT  AS
ASKED WHY ANN BUT I THINK HE VOLUNTEERED THE ANSWER. WELL,
THAT'S THE PERSON HE HAD WORKED WITH THE MOST OVER THE MOST



























WITH HER UP TO THAT POINT.
Q AND THAT'S THE PERSON HE RESPECTED THE MOST?
A I DON'T THINK HE'S SAYING THAT. I CANNOT REMEMBER.
THAT'S A CONCLUSION YOU'LL HAVE TO DRAW ELSEWHERE.
Q BUT YOU DID KNOW THAT FROM SOMEONE LIKE LAM, WHO
WAS TERMINATED, ANN HOPKINS WAS GETTING POSITIVE COMMENTS?
A AND POOR PERFORMANCE.
Q ARE YOU ATTRIBUTING THAT TO HER?
A SORRY?
Q ARE YOU ATTRIBUTING THAT TO HER?
A WELL, YES, I AM, IN THE SENSE THAT ANN AND I DIS¬
CUSSED HIS PERFORMANCE AND ON THE BASIS OF HIS COMMENT --
THE COURT: YOU THINK THE PLAINTIFF WAS RESPONSIBLE
FOR HIS POOR PERFORMANCE.
MR. HURON: THAT WAS MY POINT, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: YES. YOU DON'T THINK   YOU'RE NOT
SAYING THAT THE PLAINTIFF WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR MR. LAM'S
INADEQUACY WITH THE FIRM?
THE WITNESS: NO, SHE'S WELL AWARE OF THE POOR
PERFORMANCE AND HAS DISCUSSED IT WITH ME AND THAT LED TO
THE CONCLUS  ON THAT THIS IS IT. WE'VE HAD ENOUGH.
BY MR. HURON:
Q RIGHT. SO SHE DID HER JOB AS A MANAGER PROPERLY
THERE.



























Q NOW, IF YOU COULD LOOK AT PAGE   THE THIRD PAGE
OF YOUR HANDWRITTEN NOTES AT THE TOP THERE'S A REFERENCE TO
"RPK."
A THAT'S BOB KELLY, YES.
Q OKAY. BOB KELLY. HE WAS A SUPPORTER OF ANN HOP INS
THE PREVIOUS YEAR, RIGHT?
A I BELIEVE SO. BOB IS A TAX PARTNER SO AT BEST HE
COULD HAVE SUBMITTED ONLY A SHORT FORM.
Q AND HIS COMMENT, "IF TWO PARTNERS FEEL SO STRONGLY
YOU CAN'T OVERCOME THIS"?
A YES, I THINK YOU'RE CORRECTLY READING THAT.
THE COURT: WELL, I WOULD SUPPOSE IN ANY PARTNERSHIP
SITUATION WHEN SOMEONE IS PROPOSED BY A VIGOROUSLEADER SUCH
AS YOURSELF AND GETS PUT ON HOLD THAT'S ALL OVER THE ORGANIZA¬
TION RIGHT AWAY.
THE WITNESS: YES, THE ENTIRE FIRM IS WELL AWARE,
CERTAINLY BY THIS POINT IN TIME THE OTHER NEW PARTNERS ARE IN.
THE COURT: WELL, WITHIN PRICE WATERHOUSE EVERYBODY
IS CHATTING ABOUT IT. EVERYBODY IS TALKING ABOUT PARTNERSHIP
ALL THE TIME ANY HOW EXCEPT WHEN THEY TALK ABOUT THE BUSINESS.
EVERYBODY IS CHATTING ABOUT THE FACT SHE DIDN'T MA E IT EVEN
THOUGH.' SHE HAD YOUR STRONG SUPPORT. NOW, IT ISN'T SURPRISING
TO ME THAT IN THAT CIRCUMSTANCE SOME PEOPLE WHO HAD A VIEW ONE
WAY THE FIRST GO AROUND MIGHT HAVE A DIFFERENT VIEW THE SECOND



























OF OTHERS. AT LEAST THAT'S THE WAY A GROUP OF PEOPLE WORKS,
WHETHER IT'S IN PRICE WATERHOUSE OR SOMEPLACE ELSE. AND SO
ARE YOU SUGGESTING THAT ANYBODY WHO CHANGED THEIR VIEW WAS
THEREFORE INSINCERE OR WAS -- I MEAN THAT IS THE THRUST OF
THESE QUESTIONS?
MR. HURON: NO, YOUR HONOR. I THINK SIMPLY THAT --
THE POINT I WANTED TO ADDRESS WAS THERE BASICALLY WERE TWO
STRONG OPPONENTS TO ANN HOPKINS AND FOR THAT REASON A CONSENSU
COULDN'T FORM AROUND HER CANDIDACY AND I THIN  THAT IS
APPARENT FROM THE NOTES AS TO WHAT HAPPENED.
THE COURT: THAT'S WHAT MR. BEYER SAID. HE COULDN'T
OVERCOME, HE FELT HE COULDN'T OVERCOME T O STRONG OPPOSITIONS,
GIVEN HIS REALIZATION THAT THERE WOULD BE SOME SHORT FORM
OPPOSITIONS CARRIED ALL THROUGH THE FIRM.
MR. HURON: RIGHT. AND I THINK THAT IS A LITTLE
DIFFERENT THAN SUGGESTING THERE WERE 13 OR SO NO VOTES, 'WHICH
IS A LITTLE BIT DIFFERENT THAN I THI K A LACK OF CONSENSUS
PRECIPITATED BY TWO STRONG PARTNERS IN OPPOSITION, AND IT'S
JUST A DIFFERENCE IN EMPHASIS.
THE WITNESS: WELL, I REMIND YOU, SIR, THAT THIS
IS   THIS COMMENT IS MADE BEFORE THE END OF THE MEETING AND
THE TALLY WAS MADE -- THAT'S PAGE 3, I BELIEVE? THERE ARE
TWO MORE, THREE MORE PAGES AT WHICH THE TALLY IS MADE.
BY MR. HURON:



























A NOT REALLY, NO, BUT THE VOTE COMES AT THE END.
Q BUT THAT'S NOT WRITTEN DOWN IN THOSE MINUTES?
A NO. IF YOU WANT TO ASK THE REST OF THE PARTNERS
WHO WERE PRESENT AT THAT MEETING AS TO THE VOTE COUNT THEN YOU
WILL GET THAT TALLY.
Q THE OTHER PARTNER WITH STRONG FEELING WAS BEN WARDER,
IS THAT RIGHT? HE SAID HE WAS, IN HIS DEPOSITION. IS THAT
YOUR RECOLLECTION AS WELL?
A I'M SORRY, I HAVEN'T SEEN HIS DEPOSITION.
Q YES, I  NOW. I'M SAYING THAT'S THE BASIS FOR MY
KNOWLEDGE, AND SO I'M ASKING YOU.
A I DON'T KNOW WHO THE TWO PARTNERS ARE THAT KELLY
IS REFERRING TO HERE. OBVIOUSLY ONE IS EPELBAUM. I THINK IN
MY DEPOSITION WE DISCUSSED WHETHER THE SECOND ONE WAS EITHER
WARDER OR HIGGINS.
Q HIGGINS HAD BEEN THERE   HAD BEEN A PARTNER FOR
THREE WEEKS AT THE TIME?
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q AND HIS OPPOSITION WAS NOT GROUNDED ON INTERPERSONAL
SKILLS BUT AGAIN ON --
A WELL, IF YOU READ THE NOTES I THINK  
Q PAGE FOUR AT THE TOP.
A YOU'LL GET THE BASIS OF HIS CRITICISM.
Q IT'S REFLECTED AT THE TOP OF PAGE FOUR.



























Q THE FOURTH PAGE, AND THAT'S "SH" I BELIEVE.
A THE PAGE HEADING "SH" IS STEVE HIGGINS.
Q YES, "SH."
A IS THAT WHERE WE ARE?
0 IS THAT THE FOURTH PAGE?
A YES. HE'S SAYING, "NOT A QUESTIO  OF INTERPERSONAL
SKILLS . "
Q HE DOESN'T QUESTION ABOUT MANAGMENT STYLE?
A "AND ABILITY TO DEVELOP STAFF." NOW, I PERSONALLY
LUMP ABILITYTO DEVELOP STAFF AS PART OF INTERPERSONAL SKILLS.
Q AGAIN, DID ANYBODY TALK TO ANN HOPKINS' PRESENT
STAFF ABOUT HOW THEY FELT THEY WERE BEING DEVELOPED AND WHAT
SHE WAS DOING TO ASSIST THEIR DEVELOPMENT, THE REMS STAFF,
I MEAN?
A PART OF THE SECOND PARTNER REVIEW IS EVALUATION
MADE BY WARDER, THIS IS THE PAR 766 REVIEW MADE IN MAY OR
JUNE OF 1983, BEFORE THIS MEETING. IT IS TO INCLUDE A STAFF
EVALUATION, THE ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE, THE ADMINISTRATION OF
A JOB AND THAT WAS DONE BY MR. WARDER.
Q YOU'RE SAYING THAT HE FOUND THAT IN HIS PAR 766?
A I'M SAYING THAT ONE OF THE THINGS HE BROUGHT OUT
WAS THAT THERE WAS CHAOS, IN THE NOTES. IN FACT, HE REFERS
TO IT AS A VICTORIAN NOVEL. THE NOTES FROM THE STAFF'S INTER¬
VIEWS OF STATE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL WHICH WAS SUPPOSED TO LEAD,



























PHASE OF THE REMS PROJECT.
Q OKAY. NOW, THIS WAS WRITTEN BY SOMEONE WHO WAS
OPPOSED TO ANN HOPKINS?
A I DON'T KNOW IF HE WAS OPPOSED. I DIDN'T KNOW HOW
BEN HAD VOTED. AT LEAST AT THAT POINT IN TIME IN THE FIRST
GO AROUND, THE FIRST YEAR.
Q RIGHT.
A I DO KNOW NOW OF COURSE THAT -- WELL, I THINK HE
WAS A HOLD. I KNOW HE DID NOT VOTE AGAINST HER. AND EVEN
I  THESE NOTES HERE REFLECTING -- BEN IS REFLECTING SOMETHING
OF A '¦.VACILLATION SAYING ON ONE HAND, WELL, YOU KNOW, SHE HAD
A RATHER POOR PERFORMANCE, I DON'T KNOW IF THAT WAS HIS EXACT
TERMINOLOGY, YOU CAN LOOK IT UP, ON THE REMS JOB THAT I JUST
EVALUATED AS A SECOND PARTNER. BUT WE CANNOT OVERLOOK THE
FACT THAT SHE HAS MADE A TREMENDOUS CONTRIBUTION TO OGS.
Q DID MR. WARDER SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS ANN'S DEVELOPMEN
A IN THE MEETING?
Q YES.
A NO.
MR. HURON: ONE MOMENT, PLEASE.
YOUR HONOR, WOULD IT BE APPROPRIATE TO TAKE A RECESS
T
NOW?
THE COURT: CERTAINLY, AND THEN YOU CAN LOOK OVER
AND SEE WHAT YOU WISH TO COVER THAT YOU HAVEN'T YET COVERED.



























MR. HURON: THANK YOU.
(BRIEF RECESS)
BY MR. HURON:
Q I HAVE TWO QUESTIONS FOR YOU, MR. BEYER. FIRST,
YOU HAD TESTIFIED ABOUT THE LUNCH THAT YOU AND MR. KRULWICH
AND MISS HOPKINS HAD HAD BACK IN THE SPRING OF '81. I ASKED
YOU IF YOU HAD MENTIONED THAT DURING YOUR DEPOSITION. YOU
SAID NO. WHY DIDN T YOU MENTION THAT DURING YOUR DEPOSITION?
A IT DIDN'T COME UP. I'M NOT TRYING TO WITHHOLD EVI¬
DENCE. I SIMPLY DO NOT RECALL HAVING AN OPPORTUNITY FOR IT TO
BE DISCUSSED. I DON'T THINK I RECALLED IT AT THE TIME.
Q YOU DIDN'T REMEMBER IT AT THE TIME?
A I DON'T KNOW IF I DIDN'T. I JUST KNOW IT DID NOT
COME UP IN THE CONVERSATION.
Q OKAY.
A I REALLY CAN'T GIVE YOU A VERY GOOD ANSWER. IT JUST
DIDN'T COME UP.
Q ALL RIGHT. YOU WERE THE ENGAGEMENT PARTNER, THE
PARTNER IN CHARGE AT THE REMS PROJECT?
A YES, SIR.
MR. HURON: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER, YOUR HONOR.
THANK YOU.
MR. TALLENT: I HAVE NO QUESTIONS OF THIS WITNESS
AT THIS TIME, YOUR HONOR.



























MR. HURON: EXCUSE ME, YOUR HONOR, AS I INDICATED
ESTERDAY, THAT DOES CONCLUDE OUR CASE IN CHIEF.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.
MR. TALLENT: YOUR HONOR, AS THE COURT SUSPECTED
ESTERDAY I WOULD MOVE AT THIS TIME FOR DISMISSAL OF THIS
ATTER UNDER RULE 41 (B) OF THE FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCE-
URE IN THAT I THINK NO CASE OF DISCRIMINATION HAS BEEN PROVEN
ND THE PLAINTIFF HAS NOW RESTED HIS CASE. I WOULD THINK I
NDERSTOOD THE INSTRUCTIONS YESTERDAY, THAT I SHOULD NOT ARGUE
HAT AT ANY LENGTH BUT I DO MAKE SUCH A MOTION.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, SIR. I'LL TAKE IT UNDER
DVISEMENT.
MR. TALLENT: I  OULD AT THIS TIME OPEN OUR CASE.
AS THE COURT IS AWARE, I PRESENT THE TESTIMONY OF
OSEPH CONNOR,  HO IS THE SENIOR PARTNER OF PRICE WATERHOUSE.
R. CONNOR IS OUT OF THE COUNTRY, AND PURSUANT TO STIPULATION
IS TESTIMONY  AS PREVIOUSLY RECORDED, BOTH IN DIRECT AND
ROSS-EXAMI NAT ION. I THIN  THAT THERE IS NOT   IT IS NOT
PPROPRIATE AT THIS TIME NOR NECESSARY TO SUPPLEMENT THE
RITTEN MATERIAL  ITH A FURTHER STATEMENT ON OUR PART OF OUR
OS ITION IN THAT MATTER, AND THAT IS BETTER RESERVED AS WELL.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.
MR. TALLENT: WHATEVER THE COURT S PLEASURE IS  ITH
ESPECT TO THIS MECHANICS.




























THE  HOLE THING IS GOING TO BE PLAYED, IS THAT
IT?
MR . TALLENT: THE  HOLE THING IS GOING TO BE PLAYED.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. FINE.
MR. HELLER: YOUR HONOR, I HAVEN'T SEEN IT SINCE IT
WE DON'T HAVE A VERY GOOD SENSE OF WHAT YOU'RE DOING
JHILE YOU'RE DOING IT. CAN WE BRING CHAIRS OVER THERE?
THE COURT: OH, CERTAINLY. CERTAINLY. YOU WERE THERE
!\T THE TIME BUT YOU HAVEN'T SEEN THE FILM, RIGHT?
MR. HELLER: I DIDN T GET AN ACADEMY AWARD FOR IT,
I REMEMBER THAT. I HAVEN'T SEEN THE FILM.
THE COURT: THE OTHER WAY TO DO IT WOULD BE TO TURN --
HAVE YOU GOT A LOT OF WIRE ON THAT THING?
MR. HURON: A LITTLE BIT, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: I DON'T KNOW. WELL, THIS IS ALL RIGHT
IF YOU CAN GET IT OVER THERE. I WAS JUST THINKING YOU COULD
SIT IN THE JURY BOX AND I COULD PULL MY BENCH, BUT EITHER WAY
IS ALL RIGHT. JUST DO IT THIS WAY. THAT'S FINE. GET YOUR
CHAIRS THERE, ALL OF YOU.
THERE IS A TRANSCRIPT OF THIS, I TAKE IT?
MR. TALLENT: YES, THERE IS, YOUR HONOR.
MR . HELLER: I MAY SAY, YOUR HONOR, FOR THE RECORD,
IT'S A VERY BAD TRANSCRIPT. IT'S JUST A HASH OF POINTS.
MR. TALLENT: RIGHT. I THINK THE REPORTER TOOK OFF




























LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT WAS NOBODY THAT
EPORTS IN MY COURT
I DON'T THINK THERE'S ANY POINT IN THE REPORTER
AKING IT DOWN UNLESS YOU FEEL IT'S SO BADLY REPORTED YOU WANT
0 DO THAT.  HAT ABOUT THAT?
MR. HELLER: WELL, YOUR HONOR IS GOING TO MA E NOTES
ND IT'S A BENCH TRIAL AND I DON'T KNOW WHAT TO DO ABOUT IT.
F IT EVER BECAME NECESSARY --
THE COURT:  E CAN PRESERVE THE FILM FOR APPEAL IN
ASE SOMEBODY WANTS TO LOOK AT IT.
MR. HELLER: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: ALL THESE CASES GET APPEALED.
MR. HELLER IT WASN'T JUST A RECESS ON THIS ONE.
E TOOK ONE OTHER DEPOSITION IN THE NORMAL COURSE UP THERE,
UT IT WAS ABOUT AS BADLY TRANSCRIBED. OVE  18 PAGES.
(WHEREUPON, A PORTION OF THE VIDEOTAPE DEPOSITION
F JOSEPH CONNOR WAS VIEWED)
THE COURT: COULD WE STOP THE MACHINE FOR A MINUTE
ND GO TO LUNCH? I GATHER THERE'S SEVERAL REELS.
R. TALLENT: THERE ARE TWO, YOU HONOR. WE'RE TWO-
IRDS, MAYBE A LITTLE BETTER THAN THAT THROUGH DIRECT AND
EN --
THE COURT: WELL, I GATHERED THAT THERE WOULD BE NO
NVENIENT WAY TO ADJOURN FOR LUNCH WITHOUT JUST ADJOURNING.



























IRECT AND PICK UP WITH CROSS. WITH THIS MECHANICS THAT'S
BABLY NOT REQUIRED.
THE COURT: I TAKE IT THAT WOULD TAKE US LONGER THAN
STOMACH WOULD PERMIT. WHY DON'T WE GO TO LUNCH NOW?
DO YOU FIND AN HOUR AND A QUARTER CONVENIENT OR --
MR . TALLENT: AN HOUR AND A QUARTER IS FINE, YOUR
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. THEN IF WE LEFT NOW AT QUARTER
AST 12 WE'D COME BACK AT 1:30, ALL RIGHT?
THANK YOU.




THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. YOU CAN TURN SOME OF THE
IGHTS DOWN, ROY .
(WHEREUPON, A FURTHER PORTION OF THE VIDEOTAPE DEPOSI-
ION OF JOSEPH CONNOR WAS VIEWED)
MR. TALLENT: YOUR HONOR,  ITH MR. HELLER'S PERMISSION
E HAVE A WITNESS  HO CANNOT BE HERE TOMORROW, A LIVE  ITNESS
HO CANNOT BE HERE TOMORROW AND I THINK HE CAN GET ON AND
FF BEFORE THE CLOSE OF THE PROCEEDINGS. IF MR. HELLER DOESN'T
EJECT I'D LIKE TO PUT  R. ZIEGLER ON AND WE COULD PICK THIS
P MECHANICALLY MORE EASILY --



























ALL RIGHT WITH YOU, GENTLEMEN?
MR. HURON: THAT'S ACCEPTABLE TO US, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, THEN WE'LL WHEEL THE UNLIVE
WITNESS AWAY FOR THE TIME BEING, THOUGH I MUST SAY THE VIDEO¬
TAPE IS FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF VIEWING THE MAN AND SEEING
HOW HE RESPONDS TO QUESTIONS, LOOKING AT HIM FROM MY POINT
OF VIEW IS VERY CLEAR. THE PICTURE WAS A VERY CLEAR PICTURE.
AND I'M GLAD OF THAT. SOMETIMES I GET VERY FUZZY PICTURES AND
FEEL THAT MY DEMEANOR OF RESPONSIBILITIES ARE HANDICAPPED.
BUT THIS IS QUITE CLEAR.
WILL THAT MACHINE BE IN YOUR WAY? WE CAN WHEEL IT
SOMEWHERE ELSE. IF IT BOTHERS YOU AT ALL I'LL HAVE THE
BAILIFF --
MR. HURON: I THINK IT'S FINE, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: IS IT ALL RIGHT? I DON'T  WANT TO INCON¬
VENIENCE YOU. I SUPPOSE WE CAN PUT IT OVER HERE IN THE CORNER
OR SOMETHING.
MR. HURON: I THINK MOST OF THE MATERIAL FOR THIS
WITNESS IS OUT.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. IF IT GETS IN YOUR  AY LET
V1E KNOW.
MR . HURON: YES .
THE COURT: RIGHT.
HOW OLD I S THIS MAN? DOES ANYBODY KNOW?




























THE COURT: WELL, THEN HE BECAME HEAD OF THE COMPANY
AT A PRETTY YOUNG AGE.
MR. BEYER: YES, HE DID.
THE COURT: HE LOOKED YOUNG TO ME. THAT'S WHY I ASKED
MR. SCHRADER: THE DEFENDANT CALLS MR. DONALD ZIEGLER.
WHEREUPON,
DONALD ZIEGLER,
HAVING APPEARED AS A  ITNESS ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, AND




Q COULD YOU STATE YOUR NAME AND SPELL IT FOR THE RECORD?
A MY NAME IS DONALD R. ZIEGLER, Z-I-E-G-L-E-R.
Q ARE YOU A PARTNER IN THE FIRM OF PRICE WATERHOUSE?
A YES, I AM.
0 WHEN DID YOU JOIN.' THE FIRM AND  HEN DID YOU BECOME
A PARTNER?
A I JOINED THE FIRM IN 1954 AND I  AS ADMITTED TO THE
PARTNERSHIP ON JULY 1, 1967.
Q OUT OF  HICH OFFICE DO YOU CURRENTLY PRACTICE?
A THE PHILADEPHIA OFFICE.
Q AND IN  HICH DEPARTMENT OF THE FIRM DO YOU PRACTICE?
A IN THE AUDIT DEPARTMENT.



























A YES  I AM.
Q
BOARD?
WHEN AND HO  DID YOU BECOME A MEMBER OF THE POLICY
A I WAS ELECTED A MEMBER OF THE FOLICY BOARD BY THE
PARTNERS OF THE FIRM IN 1980.
Q
BOARD?
CAN YOU DESCRIBE THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE POLICY
A THE POLICY BOARD IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ESTABLISHING THE
POLICIES THAT REALLY THE FIRM OPERATES BY, MUCH LIKE THE BOARD
OF DIRECTORS OF A COMPANY OR A CORPORATION.
Q DOES THE POLICY BOARD HAVE ANY RESPONSIBILITY  HEN
IT COMES TO THE SELECTION OF NEW PARTNERS?
A YES, THE POLICY BOARD RECOMMENDS TO THE PARTNERS
CANDIDATES TO BE PLACED ON TF1E BALLOT FOR THEIR CONSIDERATION
FOR VOTING.
0 ARE YOU A MEMBER OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE?
A YES, I AM.
0 WHAT IS THE ADMISSION COMMITTEE?
A THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE IS A GROUP OF PARTNERS WHO
ARE MEMBERS OF THE POLICY BOARD WHO ARE CHARGED  ITH THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF REVIEWING THE QUALIFICATION OF THE PARTNER-
CANDIDATES EACH YEAR AND MAKING THEIR RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
POLICY BOARD AS TO WHETHER THE CANDIDATES BE PLACED ON THE
BALLOT, WHETHER THEY BE HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION OR



























Q HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN A MEMBER OF THE ADMISSIONS
COMMITTEE?
A I'VE BEEN A MEMBER OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE SINCE
1981 .
Q HOW WERE YOU SELECTED TO THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE?
A I WAS SELECTED BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FIRM, JOE CONNOR
Q HOW MANY MEMBERS DOES THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE HAVE?
A THERE ARE EIGHT POLICY BOARD MEMBERS  HO ARE MEMBERS
OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE AND THEN THERE IS THE NATIONAL
DIRECTOR OF HUMAN RESOURCES WHO IS AN AD HOC MEMBER OF THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE.
Q ARE YOU THE CHAIRMAN OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE?
A YES, I AM.
Q WHEN DID YOU BECOME CHAIRMAN OF THE ADMISSIONS
COMMITTEE?
A IN 1982.
Q NOW, EACH YEAR THE LOCAL OFFICES PROPOSE CANDIDATES
FOR PARTNERSHIP, IS THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S RIGHT.
0 CAN YOU DESCRIBE FOR US THE PROCESS, THE PARTNERSHIP
SELECTION PROCESS FROM THE TIME THAT THE PROPOSALS ARE
SUBMITTED TO THE NATIONAL OFFICE, WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THAT
IN THE PARTNERSHIP SELECTION PROCESS?
A WELL, WHEN THE PROPOSALS ARE SUBMITTED BY THE



























THEY'RE ACCUMULATED IN THE NATIONAL OFFICE BY THE EXECUTIVE
SECRETARY TO THE SECRETARY OF THE FIRM. STANDARDIZED FORMS
ARE PREPARED FOR EACH OF THE CANDIDATES, V/HICH INCLUDES THEIR
PICTURE AND CERTAIN BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION THAT HAVE BEEN
SUBMITTED BY THE PROPOSING PARTNERS. THESE FORMS   THESE
PROPOSAL FORMS ARE THEN MAILED OUT TO ALL OF THE PARTNERS OF
THE FIRM TOGETHER WITH A REQUEST THAT THEY COMPLETE LONG FORM
RESPONSES OR SHORT FORM RESPONSES AS TO THE QUALIFICATIONS
AND THEIR EVALUATION OF THE QUALIFICATIONS OF EACH OF THE
CANDIDATES THAT THE RESPECTIVE PARTNERS HAVE SOME KNOWLEDGE OF.
Q NOW, YOU MENTIONED THE PROPOSAL DOCUMENTS ARE SENT OUT
TO EACH OF THE PARTNERS.
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q AND THESE ARE THE PROPOSAL FORMS THAT ARE PREPARED
BY THE LOCAL OFFICE PROPOSING THE CANDIDATE?
A IT INCLUDES THE INFORMATION THAT HAD BEEN ACCUMULATED
AND PREPARED BY THE LOCAL OFFICES, YES.
Q AND WITH THAT PACKAGE OF DOCUMENTS ALSO GOES OUT THE
LONG AND SHORT FORMS?
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q AND THIS GOES TO EACH PARTNER IN THE UNITED STATES
FIRM?
A THAT'S RIGHT, YES, EACH PARTNER.
MR. SCHRADER: I'D LIKE TO SHOW THE WITNESS DEFENDANT'
EXHIBITS 21 AND 22.





























Q MR. ZIEGLER,, CAN YOU TELL ME WHAT EXHIBITS DEFENDANT S
EXHIBITS 21 AND 22 ARE?
A THESE ARE THE PARTNER CANVAS LONG FORM AND SHORT FORM
QUEST IONAIRES THAT ARE SENT OUT TO THE PARTNERS  ALONG WITH
THE PROPOSAL, COPIES OF THE PROPOSALS THEMSELVES.
Q HAVE THOSE DOCUMENTS CHANGED IN ANY SUBSTANTIAL WAY
SINCE YOU'VE BEEN A MEMBER OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE?
A NOT REALLY SUBSTANTIALLY, NO.
Q NOW, CAN YOU TELL ME WHAT HAPPENS NEXT AFTER THESE
PROPOSAL DOCUMENTS AND THE LONG AND SHORT FORMS ARE SENT OUT
TO THE PARTNERS OF THE FIRM?
THE COURT: WELL, I DON'T UNDERSTAND THE FORM.
WHAT S THIS ONE, TWO, THREE, FOUR?
THE WITNESS: WHAT EACH OF THE PARTNERS ARE ASKED --
THE COURT: EXCUSE ME.
THE WITNESS:  HAT EACH OF THE PARTNERS ARE ASKED
TO DO, YOUR HONOR, IS TO TAKE EACH OF THE ATTRIBUTES THAT ARE
SET FORTH IN THE FORM AND TO PLACE THE, OR RANK THE CANDIDATE
AS TO WHETHER HE WOULD FALL IN THE FIRST QUARTILE, SECOND
QUARTILE, THIRD QUARTILE OR FOURTH QUARTILE OF NOT ONLY THIS
YEAR'S CANDIDATES BUT OF CANDIDATES KNOWN TO THE PARTNER THAT
AY HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED OVER THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS, SO



























A QUARTILE OF A GROUP OF PARTNER-CANDIDATES OVER A PERIOD OF
YEARS.
THE COURT: WITH NO DEFINITION OF WHAT THAT IS,
WHETHER IT'S THREE YEARS OR TEN YEARS OR FIVE YEARS'
THE WITNESS: WELL, I THINK THE INSTRUCTIONS SAY
ITHIN THE LAST SEVERAL YEARS, THREE OR FOUR YEARS.
THE COURT: YES. SO THEY'RE BEING PUT WITH -- TO
PUT THEM AGAINST THOSE THAT HAVE BEEN REFUSED AND THOSE THAT
HAVE BEEN HELD AS WELL AS THOSE THAT HAVE BEEN TAKEN OR ONLY
THOSE THAT HAVE BEEN TAKEN?
THE WITNESS: ALL THAT HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED IN THE
LAST FEW YEARS, THE  HOLE SPECTRUM.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. NOW I UNDERSTAND IT.
BY MR. SCHRADER:
0 CAN YOU TELL US WHAT HAPPENS NEXT AFTER THESE
PARTNERSHIP CANVAS FOR S ARE SUBMITTED TO THE PARTNERS?
A THESE ARE GENERALLY SENT TO THE PARTNERS IN THE EARLY
PART OF SEPTEMBER AND THE PARTNERS ARE ASKED TO MAIL IN THEIR
FORMS BY ABOUT THE END OF SEPTEMBER. DURING THAT PERIOD WE
GENERALLY HAVE OUR PARTNERS' MEETING. IT'S GENERALLY SOME
TIME DURING THE MONTH OF SEPTEMBER OR EARLY OCTOBER. AT THAT
MEETING WE HAVE AN ORGANIZATION MEETING OF THE ADMISSIONS
COMMITTEE, AT  HICH TI E I MAKE ASSIGNMENTS TO EACH MEMBER
OF THE ADMISSIONS COM ITTEE AS TO OFFICES THAT ARE TO BE



























TO BE CONSIDERED THAT YEAR. I MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE MEMBERS TO GO OUT TO EACH OF THE OFFICES
AND FOR THEM TO REVIEW THE CANDIDATES PERSONNEL FILES AT THOSE
OFFICES AND TO DISCUSS  ITH THE PARTNERS IN EACH OF THOSE
OFFICES THE CANDIDATES THEMSELVES, TO MAKE SURE THAT WE UNDER¬
STAND JUST EXACTLY WHAT THE DEGREE OF SUPPORT IS FOR THE
CANDIDATES, HOW THE CANDIDATES ARE PERCEIVED BY THE PARTNERS
FROM THE OFFICE PROPOSING THEM AND ALSO TO GET ANY ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION THAT THE PARTNERS MAY HAVE WITH RESPECT TO THE
CANDIDATES FROM THEIR OFFICES.
THE COURT: WELL, NOW, I DON'T SEE ON THIS FORM ANY
PLACE WHERE YOU AS  ABOUT THE RELATIONS OF THE CANDIDATE TO
THE STAFF ON THE ENTIRE FORM, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: WELL, THERE'S A SECTION IN THE FORM
THAT --
THE COURT: WHICH ONE DO YOU --
THE  ITNESS: WELL, I HAVE THE LONG FORM HERE NO .
THE COURT: I HAVE THE LONG FORM. THAT'S THE MOST
IMPORTANT BECAUSE THE OTHER PEOPLE, THEY DON'T KNO  ANYTHING
ABOUT HER ANYHOW.
THE WITNESS:  ELL, IN THE LONG FORM UNDER THE SECTIO 
DEALING  ITH FIRM RELATED SKILLS THERE S A SECTION THAT DEALS
WITH PROFESSIONAL'.' RELATED. ACCEPTANCE BY ASSOCIATES, PART¬
NERS, STAFF, CLIENTS, FOR ONE THING.



























THE WITNESS: WELL, THERE'S INDIVIDUAL ITEMS, YES, BUT
THEN THERE'S A SECTION IN WHICH THE -- A SECTION TO MAKE ANY
COMMENTS THAT THE PARTNERS MAY HAVE TO MAKE WITH RESPECT TO THE
CANDIDATE.
THE COURT: WELL, SUPPOSE I WAS CONFRONTED WITH A
CANDIDATE WHO HAD DONE AN EXCELLENT JOB IN DEALING WITH CLIENTS
AND HAD TROUBLE WITH THE STAFF, HO  WOULD I KNOW HOW TO RANK
ONE, TWO, THREE OR FOUR?
THE WITNESS: WELL, UNDER "C" THERE'S THREE DIFFERENT
GROUPS. THERE'S ONE NEXT TO PARTNERS, ONE NEXT TO STAFF AND
ONE NEXT TO CLIENTS.
THE COURT: WHERE IS THIS?
THE WITNESS: ON PAGE THREE OF THE LONG FORM. WHERE
IT SPEAKS OF ACCEPTANCE BY ASSOCIATES, PARTNERS, STAFF, AND
CLIENTS.
THE COURT: AND THAT'S WHERE YOU BREAK IT OUT.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT, YES.
THE COURT: WELL, THAT'S UNDER THE HEADING "PRO¬
FESSION RELATED." WHAT IS A PROFESSION RELATED ACCEPTANCE
BY THE STAFF? WHAT IS THAT?
A WELL, IT'S UNDER THE MANAGEMENT SECTION OF THE OVER¬
ALL FORM AND IT DEALS WITH HOW THE CANDIDATE IS ACCEPTED BY
AND RELATES TO THE PARTNERS, MANAGEMENT -- PARTNERS, STAFF
AND CLIENTS INSOFAR. AS THE MANAGE ENT OR ENGAGEMENT.



























CTIVITIES AND HOW THE CANDIDATE RELATES TO PROFESSIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS?
THE  ITNESS: THAT WOULD BE ACTIVITY IN PROFESSIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS. THE EXTENT TO  HICH A CANDIDATE MIGHT BE
INVOLVED IN PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS TO
:>ROFESS IONAL ORGANIZATIONS. THE EXTENT TO WHICH THEY MIGHT
BE INVOLVED IN CIVIC ACTIVITIES.
THE COURT: THAT DOESN'T HAVE ANYTHING TO DO WITH
'PROFESSION RELATED."
ALL RIGHT.
BY MR. SCH ADER:
Q MR. ZIEGLER, YOU MENTIONED ASSIGNING MEMBERS OF THE
DMISSIONS COMMITTE TO CONDUCT OFFICE VISITS. DOES THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE RECEIVE THE FILLED OUT LONG AND SHORT
rORMS OR A SUMMARY THEREOF BEFORE IT CONDUCTS ANY OF THOSE
IFF ICE VISITS?
A YES, DURING THE -- AFTER THE PARTNERS SUBMIT THE
.ONG AND SHORT FORM RESPONSES THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE
-IRM WORKING WITH ANOTHER SECRETARY IN OUR NATIONAL OFFICE,
fHE TWO OF THEM ON A VERY CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVATE BASIS
3REPARE EXTRACTS OF THE COMMENTS THAT ARE MADE BY EACH OF
CHE PARTNERS WITH RESPECT TO CANDIDATES FROM THESE FORMS.
\ND THESE EXTRACTS ARE SUMMARIZED BY PARTNER-CANDIDATE IN
SUMMARY FORM.  ELL, IN SUMMARY FORM LISTING THE PARTNER,



























AND INDICATING WHETHER IT CAME FROM A LONG FORM OR A SHORT FORM
RESPONSE AND WHICH PARTICULAR SECTION OF THE RESPONSE IT CAME
FROM. SO THAT WE HAVE  IN EFFECT, ALL THE  RITTEN WORDS
THAT HAVE BEEN PUT DOWN BY THE PARTNERS WITH RESPECT TO EACH
OF THE CANDIDATES. NOW, WE HAD THAT PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT
OF OUR OFFICE VISITS. OUR OFFICE VISITS ARE GENERALLY MADE
BETWEEN THE END OF OCTOBER AND THE EARLY PART OF DECEMBER. WE
TRY TO HAVE ALL OF OU  OFFICE VISITS COMPLETED PRIOR TO OUR
INITIAL ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE  EETING FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE
CANDIDATES IN EARLY DECEMBER.
MR. SCHRADER: I'D LIKE TO SHOW THE WITNESS DEFENDANT'
EXHIBIT 27.
MAY I APPROACH THE WITNESS?
THE COURT: YES.
BY MR. SCHRADER:
Q MR. ZIEGLER, CAN YOU TELL US WHAT DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT
27 IS?
A YES. THIS EXHIBIT IS THE SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS
THAT HAVE BEEN PREPARED WITH RESPECT TO CANDIDATE ANN HOPKINS.
0 IS THIS THE KIND OF SUMMARY THAT THE ADMISSIONS
CO MITTEE  OULD RECEIVE BEFORE IT MADE ITS OFFICE VISITS?
A YES, IT IS. THE ONLY THING THAT IS IN THIS EXHIBIT
THAT WE WOULD NOT HAVE HAD PRIOR TO THE VISIT TO THE OFFICES
WOULD BE THE STATISTICAL SUM ARY THAT IS THE LAST -- COMPRISES



























AVAILABLE IN OUR MEETING IN DECEMBER.
Q ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT PAGES ON THIS 2009 THROUGH THE
END?
A THAT S RIGHT  YES.
Q AND DOES THE AD ISSIONS COMMITTE THEN RECEIVE THIS
FORM OF SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON EACH CANDIDATE WHO HAS BEEN
PROPOSED AND UPON WHOM RESPONSES HAVE BEEN RECEIVED?
A YES, WE DO.
THE COURT: WELL, ON THIS DOCUMENT BY FAR THE BULK
OF THE PARTNERS WHO APPARENTLY FILLED OUT THIS PROFESSIONAL
RESPONSES INDICATED THAT SHE WAS BETTER THAN MOST IN HER
RELATIONS WITH STAFF AND WITH CLIENTS AND WITH PARTNERS.
RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S --  HEN YOU SAY BETTER THAN MOST,
IN THE TOP --
THE COURT:  ELL, SHE WAS AL AYS IN THE FIRST TWO
QUARTERS RATHER THAN THE LAST TWO QUARTERS.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT. YES, SIR.
THE COURT: COMPARED TO ALL THE OTHER CANDIDATES
THAT HAVE COME ALONG IN RECENT YEARS.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S  HAT THE -- THIS PARTICULAR
SU MARY SHOWS.
THE COURT: WELL, IT'S WHAT THE RESPONSES SHOWED,
RIGHT? IT ISN'T A SUMMARY. IT'S WHAT THE PARTNERS THOUGHT.



























FELL   YES  SIR, BUT AGAIN, YOU KNOW, WHEN YOU COMPARE THIS
TO WHERE THE OTHER CANDIDATES FELL YOU HAVE TO PUT THAT INTO
PERSPECTIVE WITH RESPECT TO ALL THE OTHER CANDIDATES.
THE COURT: WHAT OTHER CANDIDATES?
THE WITNESS: ALL THE OTHER CANDIDATES THAT  ERE
CONSIDERED THE SA E YEAR THIS PARTICULAR --
THE COURT: YES, BUT YOU DON T ASK THEM TO RATE THE
CANDIDATES EXCEPT AGAINST THE   SEVERAL YEARS. YOU DON'T
ASK THEM TO RATE THEM AGAINST THE OTHER CANDIDATES UP THAT
YEAR .
THE WITNESS: NO, THAT'S ABSOLUTELY TRUE.
THE COURT: SO YOU DON'T THINK HOW THEY RATE AGAINST
THE CANDIDATES COMING UP THAT YEAR IS VERY IMPORTANT AS COM¬
PARED TO HOW IT CO PARES WITH CANDIDATES GENERALLY?
THE WITNESS: OH, WE BELIEVE IT'S IMPORTANT AS TO
HOW THEY COMPARE TO THE CURRENT YEAR'S CANDIDATES.
THE COURT: YOU DON'T ASK THEM TO DO THAT.
THE WITNESS: WELL, WE, IN EFFECT, HAVE THE
STATISTICAL SUMMARIES FOR EACH OF THE CANDIDATES AND WE CAN
COMPARE HOW EACH OF THE CANDIDATES IN ANY GIVEN YEAR RELATE
ONE TO THE OTHER.
THE COURT: YES, YES, YOU CAN DO THAT. I JUST
CO MENTED, SINCE SHE'S APPARENTLY TURNED DOWN BECAUSE OF HER
RELATIONS  ITH STAFF, THAT DOESN'T LOOK VERY BAD TO ME ON THIS.



























RANKINGS AS INDICATED BY THE PARTNERS IN THE STATISTICAL
FORMS THAT THEY PREPARED BUT WE ALSO CONSIDER VERY SERIOUSLY
THE WRITTEN COMMENTS AND THE ORAL COMMENTS THE PARTNERS MA E
WITH RESPECT TO THE INDIVIDUAL CANDIDATES DURING -- BOTH IN
RESPONSE TO THE CANVAS AS WELL AS DURING THE INTERVIEW PROCESS
OF THE PARTNERS DOING THE OFFICE VISITS.
BY MR. SCHRADER:
0 MR. ZIEGLER, IF YOU WOULD TURN TO PAGE 10 OF EXHIBIT
27. FOCUSING ON THE LONG FORM SU MATION IN THE SECTION ON
ACCEPTANCE BY STAFF, CAN YOU TELL US WHERE SHE WAS RATED BY
THE FIVE LONG FORM RATERS?
A SHE  
THE COURT: I CAN SEE IT, 3, 1, 1.
THE WITNESS: YES, SHE  AS IN THE SECOND QUARTILE
BY THREE OF THE -- BY THREE OF THE PARTNERS, ONE IN THE
THIRD QUARTILE AND ONE IN THE FOURTH QUARTILE.
BY MR. SCHRADER:
0 NOW, IS THIS A SECTION SPECIFICALLY THAT ASKS FOR
RELATIONSHIPS WITH STAFF ON THE SHORT FORM SUMMARY, OR SHORT
FORM ITSELF?
A NOT AS SUCH FOR THE SHORT FORM, NO.
Q THERE IS A SECTION ON PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES, IS THERE
NOT?
A THERE IS A SECTION ON PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES, YES.
Q DO YOU RECALL IN COMPARING MISS HOPKINS' OVERALL .



























FOR THE YEARS SHE WAS PROPOSED WHERE MISS HOPKINS CAME OUT
IN ANY KIND OF RANKING?
A SHE RANKED VERY LOW IN THE RELATION TO THE OTHER
CANDIDATES.
THE COURT: IN WHAT?
THE WITNESS: IN HER PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES OVER ALL.
CONGENIALITY, AMONG OTHERS.
THE COURT: WELL, ON THE CONGENIALITY TEN PUT HER
IN THE THIRD QUARTER, FIVE IN THE SECOND QUARTER AND ONE IN
THE FIRST QUARTER. SEVEN IN THE BOTTOM QUARTER.
THE WITNESS: THAT S RIGHT.
THE COURT: BUT ON OTHERS IT SEEMS TO BE FAIRLY
STRONG.
THE WITNESS: WELL, IF YOU WERE TO -- GE ERALLY,
MOST CANDIDATES FALL WITHIN THE FIRST OR SECOND OUARTILE IN
VIRTUALLY   YOU KNOW, THE STRONG CANDIDATES FALL WITHIN THE
FIRST OR SECOND QUARTILE INSOFAR AS PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES ARE
CONCERNED AND WITH THE PREDOMINANCE BEING IN THE FIRST QUARTILE
BY MR. SCHRADER:
Q IS THE DECISION OF THE ADMISSIONS CO  ITTEE GENERALLY
BASED UPON THIS STATISTICAL PROFILE?
A NO, THE STATISTICAL PROFILE IS JUST ONE OF THE MANY
THINGS THAT ARE CONSIDERED BY THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE. THE
PERSONAL COMMENTS OF THE PARTNERS, THE DEGREE OF SUPPORT BY



























PARTNER IN A PERSONAL FACE TO FACE INTERVIEW WILL BE A GREAT
DEAL MORE CANDID AND OPEN IN DISCUSSING THE CANDIDATE S
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES THEN HE MIGHT BE IN PREPARING A
WRITTEN DOCUMENT AND FILLING OUT A QUEST IONA I RE WHERE HE KNOWS
THE INFORMATION IS GOING TO BE AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW BY OTHERS.
THE INFORMATION THAT  E GATHER DURING OUR PERSONAL INTERVIEW
ND THE SUMMARIES AND MEMORANDA THAT WE PREPARE ARE HELD
CONFIDENTIAL INSOFAR AS THE ADMISSIONS COM ITTEE IS CONCERNED
AND IS ONLY SHARED WITHIN THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE ITSELF.
THE COURT: CONFIDENTIAL FROM THE OTHER PARTNERS
WHO ARE MAKING THE VOTE, RIGHT? IS THAT WHAT YOU'RE TELLING
ME? THAT YOU DON'T TELL YOUR PARTNERS WHAT THE OTHER PARTNERS
THINK OF PEOPLE?
THE WITNESS: WELL, WHEN YOU SAY WE DON'T TELL OUR
PARTNERS, WE DO DISCUSS WITH THE PARTNERS  
THE COURT: YOU'RE JUST TELLING ME NO , AREN'T YOU,
THAT YOU TAKE INFORMATION THAT YOU DON'T PASS ON TO THE OTHER
PARTNERS WHEN THEY VOTE, IS THAT RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: NO.  HEN VIE RECOMMEND THAT A CANDIDATE
BE HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION OR WHEN WE RECOMMEND THAT A
PARTNER-CANDIDATE NOT BE SUBMITTED OR NOT BE CONSIDERED FURTHER
FOR THE POSSIBILITY OF ADMISSION WE DO SHARE WITH THE POLICY
BOARD ITSELF OUR REASONS AND THE REASONS WHY WE REACHED THAT
DECISION. WE ALSO PREPARE A MEMORANDUM WHICH SETS FORTH THE



























PROVIDE THOSE MEMORANDA TO THE AREA PRACTICE PARTNERS  HO
ARE THEN ASKED TO CONTACT THE PARTNERS IN CHARGE OF THE
OFFICES OF THE UNSUCCESSFUL CANDIDATES SO THAT THE PARTNERS
IN CHARGE OF THE OFFICES UNDERSTAND WHY THE ADMISSIONS
COMMITTEE REACHED THE DECISION IT DID REACH AND THEY ARE ASKED
TO EXPLAIN TO THE CANDIDATES THEMSELVES ESSENTIALLY WHY THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE REACHED THE DECISION THAT IT DID, SO WE
DO SHARE THAT INFORMATION WITH THEM.
THE COURT: AFTER THE DECISION.
THE WITNESS: AFTER THE DECISION HAS BEEN MADE, YES.
BY MR. SCHRADER:
Q DID YOU CONDUCT ANY OFFICE VISITS YOURSELF DURING
THE YEAR THAT MISS HOPKINS WAS PROPOSED FOR A PARTNER?
A YES, I DID.
Q WHAT OFFICES DID YOU VISIT?
A I DON'T RECALL ALL OF THEM OFFHAND BUT I DO REMEMBER
THAT YEAR I VISITED AMONG OTHERS, ST. LOUIS, FOR ONE. I THIN 
VISITED KANSAS CITY, A NUMBER OF THE OFFICES IN THE MID EST.
Q WHAT IS THE PURPOSE FOR THESE OFFICE VISITS?
A THE PURPOSE FOR THE OFFICE VISITS ARE TO MAKE CERTAIN
THAT WE UNDERSTAND THE DEGREE OF SUPPORT WITHIN THE CANDIDATE'S
OFFICE OF THE PARTNERS WITHIN THAT OFFICE,  AKE CERTAIN THAT
WE UNDERSTAND EXACTLY HOW THE CANDIDATES ARE PERCEIVED BY
THOSE PARTNERS AND MAKE CERTAIN THAT WE UNDERSTAND THE COMMENTS



























OF THE LIABILITY OF THE CANDIDACY OF THE CANDIDATE.
Q DURING YOUR VISIT TO THE ST. LOUIS OFFICE DID YOU
HAVE OCCASION TO DISCUSS THE CANDIDACY OF MISS HOPKINS WITH ANY
OF THE PARTNERS IN THAT OFFICE?
A YES, I DID.
Q HOW DID THAT COME UP?
A WELL, DURING OUR OFFICE VISITS WE GENERALLY, AS I
MENTIONED EARLIER, REVIEW THE PERSONNEL FILES OF THE INDIVIDUAL
CANDIDATES FROM THAT OFFICE. IN ADDITION, WE DISCUSS WITH
EACH OF THE INDIVIDUAL PARTNERS THE CANDIDATES FROM THAT
OFFICE AND DURING THE DISCUSSIONS WITH THOSE PARTNERS WE
GENERALLY ASK THE PARTNERS IF THERE ARE ANY OTHER CANDIDATES
THAT ARE BEING PROPOSED THAT YEAR THAT THEY SPECIFICALLY WOULD
LIKE TO MAKE SOME COMMENTS ON OR HAVE A STRONG FEELING ONE
WAY OR THE OTHER AND IN THE INSTANCE OF ST. LOUIS THREE OF
THE PARTNERS IN ST. LOUIS INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD LIKE TO
DISCUSS ANN HOPKINS' CANDIDACY.
Q DID YOU PREPARE ANY MEMORANDUM FOLLOWING THAT ST.
LOU IS OFF I CE VISIT?
A YES, I DID. I PREPARED TWO MEMORANDA. ONE DEALING
ITH THE PARTNER-CANDIDATES FROM THE ST. LOUIS OFFICE. IN
FACT, I MAY HAVE PREPARED MORE THAN TWO BUT AT LEAST T O THAT
I SPECIFICALLY REMEMBER. ONE THAT DEALT WITH THE CANDIDATES
FROM THE ST. LOUIS OFFICE,  /OULD SUMMARIZE THE PERTINENT



























LOUIS. THERE WAS A SEPARATE MEMORANDA FOR EACH CANDIDATE
WHICH INCLUDED THE PERTINENT INFORMATION FROM THEIR PERSONNEL
FILES AND ALSO IT INCLUDED THE RESULTS OF MY DISCUSSION WITH
THE PARTNERS IN ST. LOUIS REGARDING THAT PARTICULAR CANDIDATE.
ALSO I PREPARED A MEMORANDUM, IF I RECALL, WHICH SUMMARIZED
THE RESULTS OF MY DISCUSSIONS WITH THREE PARTNERS IN ST. LOUIS
REGARDING ANN HOPKINS, ONE BEING TIM COFFEY, THE OTHER,
FRIDLEY, JOHN FRIDLEY, AND THE THIRD, TOM BLYTHE.
Q NOW, IS IT THE PRACTICE FOR THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE
EMBERS WHO  A E OFFICE VISITS TO PREPARE MEMOS FOR THE REST
DF THE COMMITTEE CONCERNING  HAT TRANSPIRED IN THEIR OFFICE
ISITS?
A YES, EACH MEMBER OF THE ADMISSIONS COM ITTEE PREPARES
\ MEMORANDUM ON EACH CANDIDATE OUTLINING WHAT HE BELIEVES TO
3E THE PERTINENT, IMPORTANT INFORMATION INCLUDED IN THE
:ANDIDATE'S personnel file, along with summary information witf
ESPECT TO IMPORTANT MATTERS DISCUSSED WITH THE PARTNERS IN
FHAT PARTICULAR CANDIDATE'S OFFICE AND WHAT THEY HAD TO SAY
\BOUT THE CANDIDATE.
MR. SCHRADER: I'D LIKE TO SHOW THE WITNESS
DEFENDANT'S EXHIBITS 30 AND 31.
Q CAN YOU TELL US WHAT THOSE DOCUMENTS ARE? THAT IS,
DEFENDANT S EXHIBITS 30 AND 31?
A DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 30 IS THE MEMORANDUM THAT WAS
REPARED BY ROGER MARCELLIN, THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE MEMBER



























THE MATERIAL SUM ARIZED FROM A REVIEW OF ANN HOPKINS' FILE,
PERSONNEL FILE, AND ALSO SETS FORTH WHAT HE PERCEIVED TO BE
INFORMATION OF IMPORTANCE FROM HIS DISCUSSION WITH THE
PARTNERS IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES.
Q IS THIS   EXCUSE ME. GO AHEAD.
A EXHIBIT -- DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 31 IS THE MEMORANDUM
I PREPARED SETTING FORTH THE DISCUSSIONS I HAD  ITH THE THREE
PARTNERS IN ST. LOUIS.
Q AND WERE THESE DOCUMENTS SHARED THEN WITH THE REST
OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE?
A YES, EACH MEMBER OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE HAD
COPIES OF THESE DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE TO THEM AND DID REVIE  THEM
Q WERE THESE TYPES OF DOCUMENTS PREPARED ON EACH OF THE
IDATES THAT YEAR?
A YES, THEY WERE.
Q WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THESE DOCUMENTS ARE PREPARED,
E OFFICE VISITS ARE MADE, WHAT'S THE NEXT STEP IN THE
OCESS, IF YOU WILL?
A WELL, EACH MEMBER OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE IS --
NDS COPIES OF THESE DOCUMENTS, THE MEMORANDUMS THAT ARE
EPARED, TO THE OTHER MEMBERS OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE FOR
EIR REVIEW AND CONSIDERATION. WE THEN HAVE OUR FIRST MEETING
CONSIDER THE CANDIDATES IN EARLY DECEMBER. IT'S GENERALLY
THREE DAY MEETING AND AT THAT MEETING WE TRY TO REVIE  AT



























GET THROUGH ALL OF THEM DURING THAT THREE DAY MEETING. SOME¬
TIMES WE REALLY DON'T GET THROUGH EVERY ONE OF THEM BUT  E
GET THROUGH A SUBSTANTIAL MAJORITY OF THEM. WHAT HAPPENS
DURING THAT PROCESS IS THAT THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE MEMBER
THAT VISITED A CANDIDATE'S OFFICE SORT OF SUMMARIZES FOR THE
OTHER MEMBERS OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE THE RESULTS OF HIS
VISIT, THE IMPORTANT MATERIAL THAT HE'S ACCUMULATED FROM
THE CANDIDATE S PERSONNEL FILE. HE GIVES A GENERAL OVERALL
SENSE   HIS SENSE OF WHAT HE BELIEVES TO BE THE DEGREE OF
SUPPORT OF THE CANDIDATE BY THE PARTNERS FROM THE CANDIDATE'S
OFFICE AND GENERALLY SUMMARIZES WHAT HE BELIEVES TO BE THE
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF A PARTICULAR CANDIDATE. OTHER
MEMBERS OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE ASK QUESTIONS, INQUIRE
AS TO COMMENTS THAT MIGHT HAVE BEEN MADE BY THE PARTNERS IN
THE OFFICE, INQUIRE AS TO MATTERS THAT MAY NOT BE TOTALLY
CLEAR AND GENERALLY TRY TO GET A GOOD UNDERSTANDING OF JUST
EXACTLY WHAT THE PARTNERS THINK OF THE CANDIDATE . IN MANY
INSTANCES, WE GO TO THE PERSONNEL FILES OR TO THE LONG AND
SHORT FORMS RESPONSES THAT HAVE BEEN SENT INTO NEW YORK WHICH
ARE ON FILE IN A ROOM ADJACENT TO THE BOARD ROOM THAT WE USE
TO CONDUCT OUR MEETINGS, SO WE OFTEN GO BACK AND LOOK INTO THE
PERSONNEL FILES OF CANDIDATES DURING THE COURSE OF OUR
DELIBERATIONS. AT THE COMPLETION OF THE DISCUSSION ON A GIVEN
CANDIDATE DURING THE DECEMBER MEETING WE TAKE A PRELIMINARY



























WHETHER THEY BELIEVE THE CANDIDATE SHOULD BE PROPOSED TO 
THE POLICY BOARD FOR INCLUSION ON THE BALLOT, WHETHER WE
BELIEVE THEY SHOULD BE HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION OR
WHETHER WE BELIEVE THAT IT'S NOT -- THE CANDIDATE'S NOT A
VIABLE CANDIDATE AND SHOULD EVENTUALLY BE TURNED DOWN. THIS
IS JUST THE FIRST PASS AND MOST TIMES THERE'S A MIXTURE OF
READINGS, DEPENDING ON THE VIEWS OF THE VARIOUS MEMBERS OF
THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE.
Q IN THE DELIBERATIONS OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE
CAN YOU CHARACTERIZE WHETHER THE COMMENTS AND WHAT IS SAID
IN THE OFFICE VISITS, WHETHER THAT'S ANY MORE I PORTANT IN
THE ULTIMATE DECISION THAN THE STATISTICS OR WHETHER THEY'RE
EQUALLY WEIGHED OR HOW YOU   KE INTO ACCOUNT THOSE TWO OR THREE
ITEMS?
A WELL, I THINK WE TRY TO BALANCE BOTH THE STATISTICS,
THE WRITTEN COMMENTS BY THE PARTNERS AS A RESULT OF THE CANVAS
BECAUSE THAT'S A VERY IMPORTANT PART OF THE PROCESS, BUT WE
ALSO TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THE COMMENTS MADE BY THE PARTNERS
S A RESULT OF THE OFFICE VISITS AS WE FIND THEM TO BE QUITE
BANDID AND YOU HAVE A MUCH BETTER FEEL FOR WHAT a PARTNER
EALLY THINKS OF A CANDIDATE AND THE DEGREE OF HIS SUPPORT OR
_ACK THEREOF WHEN YOU LOOK HIM STRAIGHT IN THE EYE AND ASK HIM
SOME QUESTIONS AS TO JUST EXACTLY WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY THIS
SOMMENT OR WHEN YOUD(PLAIN A LITTLE BIT MORE AS TO JUST EXACTLY



























IN THIS AREA, SO WE DO DURING THE INTERVIEW PROCESS TRY TO GET
A GOOD READING OF THE CANDIDATE AND AN UNDERSTANDING OF
EXACTLY WHAT THE PARTNER'S THINKING OF THE STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESSES ARE.
Q DOES THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE ROUTINELY CONSIDER THE
CANDIDATE'S PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES IN  AKING ITS RECOMMENDATION
ON THE CANDIDATE?
A WE CONSIDER ALL OF THE ATTRIBUTES THAT ARE SET FORTH
IN BOTH THE LONG AND SHORT FORM CANVAS FORMS, BOTH PROFESSIONAL
<kS WELL AS PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES.
Q HAVE THOSE CHARACTERISTICS AND COMMENTS ABOUT THOSE
HARACTER I ST ICS BEEN CONSIDERED OR WEIGHTED IN THE SAME MANNER
\ND FASHION FOR MALE AND FEMALE CANDIDATES?
A YES, THERE'S NO DIFFERENCE GIVEN TO MALE OR FEMALE
;andidates.
THE COURT: HOW DO YOU KNOW THAT? HOW DO YOU KNOW
FHAT? HOW MANY WOMEN CANDIDATES HAVE YOU EVER CONSIDERED IN
IHE COURSE OF THE TIME YOU VE BEEN IN THIS JOB?
THE WITNESS: WELL, JUST THIS YEAR ALONC, FOUR.
THE COURT: YES. BUT HOW MANY BEFORE THAT?
THE WITNESS: PROBABLY OVER, SAY, FOUR YEARS, 15.
THE COURT: AND YOU NEVER HEARD ANYBODY IN ANY DIS-
:USSIONS REFER TO THE FACT THE CANDIDATE WAS A WOMAN?
THE WITNESS: OH, YOU CANNOT IGNORETHE FACT THAT



























THE COURT: AND DON'T YOU GET COMMENTS ABOUT THAT
AS YOU GO AROUND?
THE WITNESS: OH  CERTAINLY.
THE COURT: SURE.
THE WITNESS: CERTAINLY.
THE COURT: WELL, THEN I DIDN'T UNDERSTAND YOUR
ANSWER. AREN'T THERE SOME PARTNERS THAT WOULD PREFER TO GO
A LITTLE EASIER ON WHAT WOMEN THEY TAKE IN BECAUSE THERE ARE
NOT MANY WOMEN AND SOME OF THE  SEEM TO SAY IN HERE THAT THIS
ONE WOULD MAKE A GOOD LADY PARTNER OR A WOMAN PARTNER? ISN'T
IT A FACTOR THAT YOU CONSIDER IN TERMS OF YOUR BUSINESS? DO
YOU NEED WOMEN PARTNERS? DO YOU HAVE WOMEN CLIENTS? DON'T
YOU THINK OF THOSE THINGS?
THE WITNESS: OH, WE THINK OF THAT FROM THE -- LET
ME ANSWER THE QUESTION THIS WAY.
THE COURT: DO YOU SEE WHAT I'M TRYING TO GET AT?
THE WITNESS: YES, I DO, BUT I . HINK MAYBE IT'S
BETTER BEFORE I ANSWER THAT  
THE COURT: YOU ANSWER IT YOUR OWN WAY.
THE WITNESS: THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE CHARGE IS TO
EVALUATE THE PARTNER-CANDIDATES FROM AN OVERALL VIABILITY POINT
OF VIEW INSOFAR AS EACH CANDIDATE IS CONCERNED AS TO WHETHER
THE MEET THE CRITERIA AND THE STANDARDS THAT WE'VE ESTABLISHED
FOR PARTNER-CANDIDATES. WE TRY TO DO THAT WITHOUT REGARD TO



























PART OF THE ADMISSIONS PROCESS THERE ARE PARTNERS WHO MAKE
COMMENTS AS TO THE FACT THAT SOMEONE MAY BE A WOMAN OR SOMEONE
MAY BE OF A SPECIFIC RELIGIOUS BACKGROUND OR A SPECIFIC RACE
OR WHATEVER THE CASE MIGHT BE, BUT WE TRY AT LEAST AT THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE LEVEL, AND I THINK WE'RE VERY OBJECTIVE
AND SUCCESSFUL AT LOOKING AT THE CANDIDATE AND NOT NECESSARILY
WHETHER HE IS OF A SPECIFIC RELIGION, RACE, CREED OR WHATEVER
THE CASE MIGHT BE.
THE COURT: WELL, I ASSUME THAT'S THE CASE. THAT'S
WHY YOU'RE IN THE JOB YOU'RE IN.
THE WITNESS: YES, SIR.
THE COURT: PEOPLE THING YOU'RE GOING TO BE FAIR OR
YOU WOULDN'T BE IN THE JOB, BUT WHAT DO YOU FIND WHEN YOU GO
OUT AROUND TALKING TO PEOPLE WHO AREN'T IN THE JOB? WHEN YOU
MAKE THESE FIELD TRIPS DON'T YOU FIND YOU RUN INTO PEOPLE
WITH PREJUDICES AND ATTITUDES AMONG YOUR PARTNERS?
THE WITNESS: THERE ARE A FEW. I  OULD SAY OVERALL
THE PARTNERS ARE VERY FAIRLY BALANCED IN THEIR REVIEW OF A
CANDIDATE INSOFAR AS, LET'S SAY, THE ETHNIC BACKGROUNDS OR
THE RACE OR GENDER OR WHATEVER THE CASE MIGHT BE. I DON'T --
THERE ARE SO E PARTNERS WHO COMMENT ON A CANDIDATE BECAUSE,
LET'S SAY IT MIGHT BE A WOMAN OR THEY MIGHT NOT LIKE THEIR
ETHNIC BACKGROUND, BUT ON WH LE I THINK THAT THE PARTNERS
COMMENT MORE ON THE CANDIDATE'S PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS
AND THE CANDIDATE'S VIABILITY FROM WHAT THEY CAN BRING TO THE
263
1 IIfirm and what their professional, personal and overall attri-
2 BUTES ARE AND WHAT THE FIRM S CRITERIA ARE FOR THE ADMISSION























THE COURT: DO YOU HAVE ANY SENSE ON THE COMMITTEE
ITHAT YOU SHOULD REACH FOR CERTAIN TYPES OF PARTNERS BASED ON
I SEX OR ETHNIC OR RELIGION OR ANYTHING OF THAT KIND?
THE WITNESS: NO, I THINK  
THE COURT: YOU DON'T HAVE A VERY GOOD PERCENTAGE
|OF  OMEN, DO YOU?
THE WITNESS: WELL, I THINK YOU HAVE TO UNDERSTAND
I  HY WE DON'T HAVE A GOOD PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN BECAUSE IN THE
NORMAL PROCESS OF SOMEONE COMING INTO THE FIRM AT THE ENTRY
LEVEL FROM THE TIME THEY COME TO THE FIRM UNTIL THEY'RE AT
[THE POINT THAT THEY WOULD BE PROPOSED FOR ADMISSION OF PART¬
NERSHIP IS A PERIOD OF ANYWHERE FROM TEN TO TWELVE OR THIRTEEN
IOR MAYBE EVEN FOURTEEN YEARS.
THE COURT: NOT IN THIS TYPE OF PROGRA . IT'S THREE
YEARS, RIGHT, THREE TO FOUR YEARS?
THE WITNESS:  ELL, IT'S THREE TO FIVE YEARS.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. THREE TO FIVE.
THE WITNESS: I'M TALKING GENERALLY WHY WE DON'T HAVE
SO MANY LADY PARTNER-CANDIDATES AT THIS POINT, AND IF YOU GO
BACK, IT TAKES A PERIOD OF TIME UNTIL YOU GET THE PIPELINE
FILLED WITH CANDIDATES WHO HAVE COME UP THROUGH THE FIRM OVER



























NOW, TEN, TWELVE, FOURTEEN YEARS AGO THERE REALLY WEREN'T THAT
MANY LADY ACCOUNTING GRADUATES FROM COLLEGES AND YOU HAVE TO
REMEMBER OUR BASIC BUSINESS IS ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING. SO
CONSEQUENTLY, OUR ENTRY LEVEL PEOPLE WERE MOSTLY MALES. NOW
WE HAVE A HIGHER PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN AND I THINK OVER THE NEXT
FIVE OR TEN YEARS WE LL FIND THAT THERE ARE AN EVER INCREASING
NUMBER OF PARTNER-CANDIDATES WHO WILL BE FEMALE AND THAT'S
BECAUSE THE PIPELINE ALL OF A SUDDEN IS BECOMING MORE BALANCED
BECAUSE OF INCREASING NUMBERS OF WOMEN ACCOUNTING GRADUATES.
BY MR. SCHRADER:
Q LET ME FINISH OFF ON THE PROCESS. WHAT DOES THE
MISSIONS COMMITTEE ULTIMATELY DO WITH THE CANDIDATES? DO
EY REACH A RECOMMENDATION AND TRANSMIT IT TO THE POLICY BOARD
A WELL, AFTER THE DECEMBER MEETING WE HAVE TWO MORE
ETINGS. ONE IN JANUARY AND ALSO ONE IN FEBRUARY. AT THOSE
0 MEETINGS WE REVISIT EACH OF THE CANDIDATES. THAT IS,
OSE THAT WE EITHER COULDN'T COME TO A CONSENSUS ON OR THOSE
AT WE HAVE COME TO A CONSENSUS ON, BUT WE STILL GO BAC  AND
-REVIEW THE CANDIDATES TO MAKE CERTAIN THAT WE CONSIDER
ERYTHING THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED. IN ADDITION TO THAT,
ERE ARE A NUMBER OF COMMENTS THAT MIGHT HAVE BEEN MADE BY
ARTNERS
DFFICES
AS A RESULT OF THE WRITTEN CANVAS THAT ARE FROM
THAT ARE NOT NECESSARILY THE OFFICE FROM WHICH THE
ARTNER--CANDIDATE HAS COME. SO IT'S NOT THE PROPOSING OFFICE.



























THAT'S EITHER UNCLEAR OR IF THERE IS SOME COMMENT THAT WE
WANT FURTHER CLARIFICATION OF WE EITHER CALL THE PARTNER WHO
MADE THAT COMMENT OR WE DISCUSS WITH THEM THE REASONS FOR THAT
COMMENT IN PERSON IF WE HAPPEN TO BE VISITING HIS OFFICE OR
IF HE'S LOCATED IN NEW YORK WE MAY SEE HIM PERSONALLY DURING
THE ADMISSIONS PROCESS AND TRY TO GET ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMA¬
TION WE CAN WITH RESPECT TO THE INDIVIDUAL CANDIDATES. AND
THEN BY THE TIME WE COMPLETED OUR FEBRUARY MEETING AND OUR
DELIBERATIONS WE HAVE REACHED A CONSENSUS ON EACH OF THE
CANDIDATES AND WE PREPARE A REPORT THAT IS SUBMITTED TO THE
POLICY BOARD FOR ITS CONSIDERATION ON A PRELIMINARY BASIS AT
ITS FEBRUARY MEETING, AND IN THAT REPORT   THAT REPORT INDI¬
CATES THE CANDIDATES THAT WE ARE RECOMMENDING BE PLACED ON THE
BALLOT, THOSE THAT WE RECOMMEND BE HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERA¬
TION AND THOSE THAT WE THIN  SHOULD NOT BE PLACED ON THE BALLOT
NOR HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BUT SHOULD BE REJECTED AS
POTENTIAL PARTNER-CANDIDATES. AT THE FEBRUARY POLICY BOARD
MEETING WE DISCUSS THESE CANDIDATES, EACH CANDIDATE, IN DETAIL
AND IN SOME DEPTH, CONSIDERABLE DEPTH. EACH MEMBER OF THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE WHO VISITED THE CANDIDATE'S OFFICE
EXPLAINS TO THE POLICY BOARD ESSENTIALLY THE DELIBERATIONS OF
THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE, THE STRENGTHS AND  EAKNESSES OF THE
CANDIDATES, THOSE MATTERS WHICH WE, AS THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE:
CONSIDER TO BE THE REASONS WHY WE REACHED THE DECISION WE DID



























RESPOND TO QUESTIONS FROM THE POLICY BOARD WITH RESPECT TO ANY
MATTERS THAT THEY MAY WANT CLARIFIED. AFTER -- WE GET A
PRELIMINARY READING AT THAT POINT AS TO WHAT THE CONSENSUS IS
OF THE POLICY BOARD WITH RESPECT TO THE CANDIDATES. A NUMBER
OF TIMES WE GO BACK TO THE PARTNERS AND GET ANSWERS TO SOME
QUESTIONS THE POLICY BOARD MEMBERS MAY HAVE ASKED AND BE
TOTALLY QUALIFIED INSOFAR AS OUR RESPONSES TO THE POLICY BOARD,
SO WE GO BACK AND MAKE SURE THAT WE HAVE THE ANSWERS FOR THE
NEXT  EETING. AT THE MARCH MEETING WE THEN ANSWER ANY QUESTION
THERE MAY BE WITH RESPECT TO A CANDIDATE THAT'S BEEN RAISED BY
THE POLICY BOARD. WE DISCUSS A NUMBER OF CANDIDATES THAT THE
POLICY BOARD MAY WANT TO RE-DISCUSS AND THEN AT THAT POINT THE
POLICY BOARD VOTES ON THE INDIVIDUAL CANDIDATES AS TO WHETHER
THEY SHOULD BE INCLUDED ON THE BALLOT.
Q AS TO THOSE CANDIDATES WHERE THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDED A NO OR A HOLD DECISION IS ANY DOCUMENT PREPARED
CONCERNING THE REASONS FOR THAT?
A YES. AS I MENTIONED EARLIER, THERE'S A ME ORANDUM
PREPARED WITH RESPECT TO EACH CANDIDATE ON WHICH WE RECOMMEND
THEY BE HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION OR THEY BE CONSIDERED
A NO CANDIDATE AND THAT'S GENERALLY PREPARED BY THE ADMISSIONS
COMMITTEE MEMBER V/HO MADE THE OFFICE VISIT WITH RESPECT TO
THAT PARTICULAR CANDIDATE AND IT SETS FORTH THE REASON VIHY OR
THE PRINCIPAL REASON  HY THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE REACHED THE




























Q DO YOU RECALL THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE DELIBERATIONS
OR CONSIDERATIONS OF THE CANDIDACY OF MISS HOPKINS?
A I REMEMBER THAT, YES.
Q DO YOU RECALL WHAT THE RECOMMENDATION WAS ON MISS
HOP INS?
A THE ONLY RECOMMENDATION WAS THAT SHE BE HELD FOR
ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION.
Q DID THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE TAKE MORE THAN ONE VOTE
CONCERNING   IN AN ATTEMPT TO REACH A CONSENSUS ON MISS
HOPKINS?
A IT TOOK A NUMBER OF VOTES FOR US TO FINALLY REACH
A CONSENSUS AS FAR AS MISS HOPKINS WAS CONCERNED.
Q WERE THERE ANY TIMES THAT MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE
VOTED YES FOR A PRIOR CANDIDACY?
A NO. THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE PROCESS WE WERE ALWAYS
WAIVER ING THAT SHE EITHER BE HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
OR SHE NOT BE CONSIDERED AS A VIABLE CANDIDATE. AT NO TIME
DID ANY  EMBER OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE VOTE YES DURING
THE PROCESS.
Q DO YOU RECALL WHAT THE BASIS WAS FOR THE RECOMMENDA¬
TION ON MISS HOPKINS?
A THE PRINCIPAL REASON FOR THE RECOMMENDATION THAT SHE
BE HELD WAS THAT SHE SEEMED TO BE LACKING IN INTERPERSONAL



























BY PARTNERS WHO COMMENTED ON MISS HOPKINS AS TO HER LACK OF
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS THAT WE JUST FELT THAT WITH SUCH A PER¬
VASIVE WEAKNESS THAT SHE BE HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
AND BE COUNSELED TO WORK TO IMPROVE IN THIS CRITICAL AREA.
0 DO YOU RECALL ANY INSTANCES SINCE YOU'VE BEEN ON THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE  HERE THE COMMITTEE HAS RECOMMENDED A
NO OR A HOLD DECISION FOR A MALE CANDIDATE WHERE THE BASIS
OR ONE OF THE BASES WAS PROBLEMS WITH INTERPERSONAL SKILLS?
A THERE WERE A NUMBER OF   THERE WERE ALWAYS A NUMBER
OF MALE CANDIDATES WHO WERE RECOMMENDED FOR A HOLD OR   AS
NOT BEING VIABLE CANDIDATES BECAUSE OF PERSONAL CHARACTERISTIC
DEFICIENCIES, INCLUDING INTERPERSONAL SKILL DEFICIENCIES.
Q DO YOU RECALL ANY OF THEM BY NAME?
A WELL, THERE ARE A NUMBER OF THEM OVER THE YEARS. A
COUPLE COME TO MIND. ONE IS DAVID GOULD, WHO WAS A NEW YORK
OFFICE CANDIDATE, AN MCS CANDIDATE. CHARLIE BOKOWSKI, WHO
WAS A NEW YORK OFFICE AUDIT CANDIDATE. MICHAEL  ILROY, WHO
WAS A CANDIDATE FROM THE WEST COAST. MARK ROSENBERRY, WHO
WAS AN AUDIT CANDIDATE FROM THE MIDWEST. SOUTH BEND, I BELIEVE
AMONG OTHERS.
0 DO YOU RECALL ANY INSTANCES WHERE A CANDIDATE WHO
HAD RECEIVED LARGE CREDIT FOR THE SUCCESS OF OGS ON THE FMS
PROJECT AND WHO HAD RECEIVED HIGH PRAISE FOR WORK ON THE ST.
LOUIS FMHA PROJECT WAS RECOMMENDED FOR A HOLD?



























Q WHO  ERE THOSE TWO?
A ONE WAS ANN HOPKINS AND ANOTHER  AS NICK HOMER FROM
THE WEST COAST.
MR. SCHRADER: I'D LIKE TO SHOW THE WITNESS A DOCUMENT
WHICH IS MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION AS DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 69.
I'D LIKE TO SHOW HIM VOLUME THREE OF THAT EXHIBIT.
YOUR HONOR, THAT EXHIBIT HAS NOT BEEN STIPULATED INTO
EVIDENCE. WE VE HAD DISCUSSIONS WITH PLAINTIFF'S COUNSEL ON
IT. THEY WANTED A CLARIFICATION OF THE SELECTION  ETHODOLOGY
FOR THE PEOPLE WHO ARE INCLUDED IN THIS BOOKLET, WHICH I'LL
REPRESENT IS A COMBINATION OF THE BUSINESS RECORDS THAT WOULD
BE BEFORE THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE CONCERNING CANDIDATES  HOM
THE POLICY BOARD REACHED A HOLD OR A NO RECO MENDATION AND
WITH RESPECT TO WHOM THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
EMORANDUM INDICATED OR CONCERNS THE CANDIDATE'S INTERPERSONAL
SKILLS OR PERSONALITY OR RELATIONS WITH THE STAFF. I SHOULD
CAVEAT THAT BY NOTING THAT IT DOES NOT INCLUDE CANDIDATES
WHERE THE RECOMMENDATION FOR A HOLD OR A NO WAS BASED UPON
_ANGUAGE THAT SUGGESTED THAT THE CANDIDATE LACKED PERSONALITY
9S OPPOSED TO, IF YOU WILL, TOO MUCH PERSONALITY.
THE COURT: WELL, WHAT IS THE PROBLEM ABOUT ITS
DMISSION?
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, IN TERMS OF THE MATERIALS IN
the exhibit we have no problems, they appear to be business



























TO BE ARGUMENTATIVE. IT SAYS   ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE MEMORANDA
IN SUPPORT OF ITS RECOMMENDATIONS THAT CANDIDATES EITHER NOT
BE ADMITTED OR PLACED ON HOLD FOR REASONS SIMILAR TO THOSE
CITED IN PLACING ANN HOPKINS ON HOLD." OUR ARGUMENT  
THE COURT: WELL, WE WILL CHANGE THAT TO SAY WHICH
DEFENDANT CLAIMS ARE SIMILAR. IS THAT SATISFACTORY?
MR. HURON: THAT WOULD BE FINE, YOUR HONOR.
MR. SCHRADER: THEN WE WOULD MOVE TO HAVE IT ADMITTED
INTO EVIDENCE AND I'D LIKE TO PLACE VOLUME THREE BEFORE THE
WITNESS.
THE COURT: NOW, YOU TOLD ME THIS  AN HAD TO BE
SOMEWHERE ELSE TOMORROW. YOU KNOW, I HAVE TO BE SOME HERE
ELSE AT 4:30. I HAVE A MEETING WITH OUR GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE
ON MATTERS AT 4:30 THAT I MUST ATTEND SINCE I'M RESPONSIBLE
FOR OUR GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE. NO , I DON'T WANT TO INCONVENIENC
NY WITNESS BUT THAT'S THE REALITY OF IT AND WE HAVEN'T TAKEN
NY MID-AFTERNOON RECESS.
MR. SCHRADER: SURE.
THE COURT: SO WHILE WE TAKE A FIVE MINUTE RECESS
NOW JUST SO EVERYBODY CAN GET A STRETCH I -- YOU TALK THAT
OUT AMONG YOURSELVES AND SEE HOW YOU'RE GOING TO RESOLVE IT.
BUT I'M THE LIAISON JUDGE TO OUR GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE AND WE
HAVE A LONGSTANDING MEETING AND I MUST ATTEND AT 4:30.
MR. HURON: YES, SIR.
THE COURT: I'VE BEEN WITH YOU SINCE 9:30.
(BRIEF RECESS)
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1 II MR. SCHRADER: YOUR HONOR, WE'RE- AT THIS POINT
2 || READY TO PASS THE WITNESS.
3 II THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. I WASN'T TRYING TO STOP YOU






















MR. SCHRADER: YOUR HONOR, THAT HAD NOTHING  TO DO
WITH WHAT YOU SAID. WE ARE INDEED READY TO PASS THE WITNESS.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. FINE.
MR. SCHRADER: THANK YOU.
CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MR. HURON:
Q MR. ZIEGLER, IT S GOOD TO SEE YOU AGAIN. I'M GOING
TO BE TRYING TO COVER A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT AREAS SO I WOULD
APPRECIATE IF IF POSSIBLE YOU COULD FOCUS ON THE QUESTIONS
AND  EEP YOUR ANSWERS AS BRIEF AS POSSIBLE SO WE CAN GET
ALONG. OBVIOUSLY, IF YOU HAVE TO EXPLAIN SOMETHING YOU DO.
I'D LIKE TO LOOK FIRST AT THE ST. LOUIS SITUATION.
MY UNDERSTANDING FROM HEARING PART OF MR. CONNOR'S TESTIMONY
AND I THINK FROM LISTENING TO YOU WAS THAT THAT WAS AN IMPOR¬
TANT FACTOR IN THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE S DELIBERATIONS ON
ANN HOPKINS BECAUSE IT'S PARTNERS OUTSIDE OGS, ISN'T THAT
RI GH T ?
A ALL THE COMMENTS OF THE PARTNERS ARE IMPORTANT
CONSIDERATIONS IN THE ADMISSIONS PROCESS, YES.



























SPECIAL PROBLEMS AT ST. LOUIS AND OF COURSE THEREFORE YOU
ANTED TO LOOK INTO IT, ISN T THAT RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: NO. WHEN I WENT TO ST. LOUIS I DIDN'T
KNOW THAT SHE HAD SPECIAL PROBLEMS.
THE COURT: A WHOLE BUNCH OF PEOPLE FROM ST. LOUIS
HAD WRITTEN ABOUT IT.
THE WITNESS: HAD MADE COMMENTS, YES, BUT AS TO
SPECIAL PROBLEMS IN ST. LOUIS, NO.
BY MR. HURON:
Q LET ME SHOW YOU DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 31 WHICH IS A
COPY OF YOUR COMMENT ON THE DISCUSSION OF ST. LOUIS PARTNERS.
NOW, ISN'T IT ACCURATE THAT THERE ARE THREE PARTNERS
YOU TALKED TO, MR. BLYTHE, MR. COFFEY AND MR. FRIDLEY?
A YES.
Q AND THE FIRST TWO, MR. BLYTHE AND MR. COFFEY ARE
FAVORABLE TOWARDS ANN HOPKINS?
A THEY   WHEN YOU SAY FAVORABLE TOWARDS ANN HOPKINS,
YES, THEY -- BLYTHE HAD INDICATED THAT SHE HAD -- IN THE
FINAL ANALYSIS SHE HAD GOTTEN THE JOB DONE AND SHE WAS
CAPABLE, BRIGHT, AND THAT SHE HAD A REPUTATION AS BEING
ROUGH ON STAFF BUT HE HADN'T SEEN IT.
Q RIGHT.
A AS FAR AS COFFEY WAS CONCERNED COFFEY ORIGINALLY
IN HIS COMMENTS TO THE CANVAS HAD RECOMMENDED THAT SHE BE
HELD FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION, THAT HE HAD COMMENTED AND HE



























PEOPLE AND AS I MENTIONED HERE I INDICATED THAT HE WAS
CONCERNED THAT SHE RAN OVER PEOPLE AND USED A TRIAL AND ERROR
ETHOD TYPE MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUE. HE MENTIONED THAT SHE MAY
HAVE OVERCOMPENSTATEDFOR BEING A WOMAN, WAS ONE OF THE COMMENTS
HE  ADE. HE INDICATED THAT SHE DID A YEO AN S JOB AND WORKED
/ERY VERY HARD ON THE FARM ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL IN ST. LOUIS
\ND HE GAVE HER A GREAT DEAL OF CREDIT FOR GETTING THAT PROPO¬
SAL COMPLETED, FOR THE FACT THAT WE, IN EFFECT, EVENTUALLY GOT
'HE JOB AND HE CHANGED -- WHILE I WAS THERE HE ORIGINALLY SAID
IOLD AND HE WAS NOW CHANGING HIS RECOMMENDATION TO A YES.
Q SO THE ONLY NEGATIVE RECOMMENDATION OR CONVERSATION
OU HAD ABOUT ANN HOP INS OUT OF THE THREE WAS MR. FRIDLEY,
S THAT CORRECT?
A WELL, FRIDLEY CONTINUED TOTHINK THAT SHE SHOULD NOT
E ADMITTED TO THE FIRM.
Q AND THAT WAS BASED IN PART, THE FIRST HALF OF HIS
OMMENTS ON THE BIA INCIDENT WHICH YOU COMMENTED ON AT LENGTH
ND THE SHORT FORM COMMENTS?
A YES .
Q AND THAT WAS LATER LOOKED INTO BY MR. GOODSTAT AND
UMMARIZED IN DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 3 ?
A THAT'S THE MEMORANDUM PREPARED BY PAUL GOODSTAT, YES.
Q WHICH I BELIEVE YOU TESTIFIED ON YOUR DEPOSITION
LEAPED UP THAT PARTICULAR INCIDENT?



























WITH LEW KRULWICH REGARDING THE PROBLEM WITH RESPECT TO THE
OVERTIME HOURS OF THE STAFF MEMBER IN DENVER AND THAT WAS THE
RESOLUTION OF THE ISSUE, YES. WE ACCEPTED LEW KRULWICH'S
COMMENTS WITH RESPECT TO THE MATTER.
Q SO WITH RESPECT TO THE ST. LOUIS PARTNERS, THE
THREE TO WHOM YOU TALKED, TWO WERE FAVORABLE TOWARDS ANN
HOPKINS AND THE THIRD COMMENTS WERE DISCOUNTED, AT LEAST IN
LARGE PART, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A I DON'T KNOW THAT HIS COMMENTS WERE DISCOUNTED. I
THINK THAT THE ONE ISSUE THAT HE RAISED WITH RESPECT TO THE
HOURS CHARGED BY A STAFF MEMBER WAS EXPLAINED BY LEW KRULWICH
AND HE TOOK RESPONSIBILITY FOR IT. I THINK, AT LEAST IN MY
MIND, THERE STILL WAS AN UNDERLYING FEELING PERHAPS THAT SINCE
HE WAS THE PARTNER RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WORK THAT HE WAS ASSUMI G
THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THAT PARTICULAR MATTER.
Q THAT WAS NOT MADE A PART OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION ON ANN HOPKINS, NO REFERENCE TO THAT, RIGHT?
A NO, NO REFERENCE TO THAT MATTER WAS INCLUDED IN
OUR RECOMMENDATION.
Q I'D LIKE YOU TO LOOK AT WHAT'S BEEN RECEIVED IN
EVIDENCE AS DEFENDANT S EXHIBIT 36, WHICH IS, I THINK, A COPY
OF THE STATISTICAL PROFILE THAT YOU WERE TESTIFYING ABOUT
EARLIER?
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, FOR THE RECORD, THIS, AS



























IDENTIFYING WHO THE CANDIDATES ARE ARE SET FORTH IN PLAINTIFF'S
E XH I B I T 2 7.
BY MR. HURON:
Q LOOKING AT PAGE 1, THAT'S THE RANKING OF THE AUDIT
CANDIDATES, IS IT NOT?
A YES, IT IS.
Q AND THEY'RE RANKED ON THE BASIS OF THE OVERALL
2UARTILE RANKING, ISN'T THAT TRUE?
A WELL, WHEN YOU SAY OVERALL, I'M NOT QUITE SURE.
Q ON THE LONG AND SHORT FORMS THERE'S IN ADDITION TO
FHE VARIOUS ATTRIBUTES, THERE'S ONE WHERE A RATER CAN CHECK
5UT THE OVERALL RATING IS FOR THAT PARTICULAR CANDIDATE?
A THIS SUMMARY IS NOT THAT. THIS SUMMARY IS A
iUMMARY WHICH WEIGHTS THE QUARTILE RANKINGS OF EACH INDIVIDUAL
:andidate by the different categories set forth on both the
ONG AND SHORT FORM CANVAS FORMS. FOR EXAMPLE, THERE'S A
EIGHTING GIVEN TO THE CONDUCT TOWARDS THE MANAGEMENT SECTION,
0 THE PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS SECTION, AND THEN AN OVERALL,
0 ONLY THE FOURTH COLUMN, THE LAST COLUMN ON THAT PAGE IS THE
>VERALL. THE FIRST THREE COLUMNS ARE CONDUCT AND WORK MANAGE-
IENT SKILLS AND PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES AND THE TOTAL COLUMN IS
HE WEIGHTED AVERAGE OF THE OVERALL SCORING IN NOT ONLY THE
HREE CATEGORIES OF CONDUCT, WOR , MANAGEMENT SKILLS,




























Q NUMBER 39 ON THE LIST IS A CODE FOR -- JUST FOR THE
RECORD, FOR EARNEST PUSCHAVER. WHAT HAPPENED TO HIM IN 1983?
A HE WAS ADMITTED TO THE FIRM.
Q RIGHT. OVER THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE ADMISSIONS
COMMITTEE THAT HE BE HELD, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED THAT HE BE
HELD AND AT THE POLICY BOARD LEVEL IT WAS DETERMINED AND VOTED
UPON BY THE POLICY BOARD THAT HE BE INCLUDED ON THE BALLOT
AND SENT TO THE PARTNERS FOR ADMISSION.
Q I'D LIKE TO SHOW YOU A COPY OF PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT
NUMBER 25 WHICH RELATES TO MR. PUSCHAVER, A-228. I'D JUST
LI E TO ASK WHETHER THAT WAS THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE'S
RECOMMENDATION?
A IT IS, YES.
Q AND THAT GOES INTO SOME DETAIL IN THE SECOND PARA¬
GRAPH ABOUT HIS INTERPERSONAL SKILLS, HIS ATTRIBUTES, COCKI¬
NESS, ABRASIVENESS AND SO FORTH?
A IT DOES COMMENT ON HIS ','LACK OF MATURITY, WISE GUY
ATTITUDE, HEADSTRONG, ABRASIVE AND COCKY."
Q RIGHT. AND WHY WAS HE ADMITTED?
A why: WAS HE ADMITTED?
Q YES .
A AT THE POLICY BOARD WE DISCUSSED A NEED FOR A MAN
WITH HIS TALENTS, A PARTNER WITH HIS TALENTS IN THE BANKING



























'ETERMINED THAT HIS OVERALL EXPERTISE AND EXPERIENCE IN THAT
REA WAS VERY IMPORTANT TO THE FIRM AND A DECISION WAS MADE
ASED ON THE NEED FOR HIS TALENTS TOGETHER WITH HIS OTHER
TTRIBUTES AND WEIGHING ALL THE ATTRIBUTES, THAT THE NEED WAS
UCH THAT HE SHOULD BE ADMITTED OR SHOULD BE RECOMMENDED TO
HE PARTNERS FOR BALLOT.
Q DO YOU RECALL TESTIFYING ON DEPOSITION THAT THE FIRM
AD THEN AND CONTINUES TO HAVE A VERY PRESSING NEED FOR PART-
ERS WHO HAVE SKILLS IN THE SYSTEMS REQUIREMENTS. AREA?
A WE HAVE A CONTINUING NEED FOR QUALIFIED PEOPLE IN
kLL AREAS •
Q BUT PARTICULARLY IN SYSTEMS?
A YES, INCLUDING EDP AND LARGE SCALE SYSTEMS AND
MPLEMENTATION, YES.
Q AND THAT WAS HER AREA, LARGE SCALE SYSTEMS AND
MPLEMENTAT I ON ?
A SHE WAS AN MCS SPECIALIST SPECIALIZING IN THAT AREA,
ES .
0 I'D LIKE TO FOLLOW UP ON A QUESTION THAT JUDGE GESELL
AISED.
UMBER IS
THE COURT: WELL, BEFORE YOU LEAVE THAT, 36, WHAT
HOPKINS?
MR. HURON: SHE'S ON THE  
THE WITNESS: SHE'S ON THE SECOND PAGE. SHE IS MO-12,






























THE WITNESS: AND TO UNDERSTAND THIS, THE NUMBER
THE COURT: IT ALL SOUNDS LIKE CIA AGENTS, MO-12.
THE WITNESS: WHICH IS THE LAST OF THE MCS CANDIDATES
)N THE PAGE. WHAT THIS IS, THIS IS A STATISTICAL RANKING ON
WEIGHTED BASIS WHERE THE CANDIDATES STAND IN RELATION TO
LL OTHER CANDIDATES WITHIN THEIR DISCIPLINE. SO, FOR EXAMPLE,
/ITH RESPECT TO THE MCS CANDIDATES ANN HOPKINS FROM A QUARTILE
ANKING ON A WEIGHTED BASIS, AN OVERALL RANKING, WAS THE LOWEST
ANKED CANDIDATE OF ALL THE MCS CANDIDATES THAT YEAR.
THE COURT: RIGHT.
BY MR. HURON:
Q I'D LIKE TO HAND YOU VOLUME TWO OF DEFENDANT'S
XHIBIT 64, FOCUSING ON TAB NUMBER 22, WHICH ARE MATERIALS
ELATING TO THE CANDIDACY OF DIANA WILSON.
MAY I QUESTION FROM HERE FOR A MOMENT, YOUR HONOR?
THE COURT: YES.
MR. HURON: THANK YOU.
Q I D ALSO LIKE TO ASK YOU FIRST ABOUT THAT   THE
ECOMMENDAT I ON WHICH APPEARS THERE. ISN'T IT TRUE THAT THERE
ERE -- THERE'S ACTUALLY A SECOND PARAGRAPH ON THAT RECOMMENDA 



























A THERE MAY HAVE BEEN. I REALLY SHOULD SEE THE
ORIGINAL RECOMMENDATION.
YES, THERE IS.
Q I'M JUST CURIOUS WHY, IF YOU KNOW, WHY THERE'S ONLY
ONE PARAGRAPH THERE WHERE THERE'S A SECOND PARAGRAPH REFERRING
TO HER NOT BEING ABLE TO ACT LI E ONE OF THE BOYS AND SO FORTH,
AND BE A PARTNER.
THE COURT: NOT WHAT?
MR. HURON: PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 22 SETS FORTH
THE FULL RECOMMENDATION ON DIANA  
THE COURT: LET ME SEE PLAINTIFF'S 22.
THE WITNESS: MY ANSWER TO YOUR QUESTION IS WHAT
PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 22 IS IS THE MEMORANDUM THAT WAS PREPARED
BY THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE MEMBER WHO VISITED THE OFFICE IN
HOUSTON. WE DIDN'T PREPARE THE OTHER ONE AND I DON'T KNOW
WHY THAT PARAGRAPH IS NOT ON THERE.
BY MR. HURON:
Q OKAY. MOVING INTO THE MATERIALS THEMSELVES I'D
LIKE YOU TO FLIP' THROUGH TO THE SHORT FORM COMMENTS ON
MISS WILSON TO THE SIXTH PAGE OF THE SHORT FORM COMMENTS.
THE COMMENT BY MR. GERVASI (SPELLED PHONETICALLY) WHICH
BEGINS, "I HAVE A DIFFICULT TIME BELIEVING THESE WOMEN ARE
PARTNER CANDIDATES. I HAVE NEVER MET A WOMAN AT- P.  . WHO





























Q DO YOU KNOW  
THE COURT: WHAT DO YOU DRAW OUT OF THAT?




Q THE FIRST IS DO YOU KNOW HOW MANY PARTNERS IN PRICE
ATERHOUSE HAVE ATTITUDES SIMILAR TO MR. GERVASI?
A I HAVEN'T THE FOGGIEST IDEA. I WILL SAY THIS, THA 
FHE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE PAID ABSOLUTELY NO ATTENTION TO
SERVASI'S COMMENTS.
Q DID ANYBODY TALK TO HIM ABOUT IT?
A I DON'T EVEN THINK WE CONSIDERED IT WORTHY OF
DISCUSSING IT WITH HIM. JUST SIMPLY FROM THE POINT OF VIEW
CHAT WE DIDN'T THINK A COMMENT LIKE THAT WAS GERMANE TO THE
IONS IDE RATI ON OF ANY CANDIDATE AND WE TOTALLY DISCOUNTED IT
\ND IGNORED IT. HE MADE THE SAME COMMENT WITH RESPECT TO A
1UMBER OF WOMEN, ALL THE LADY CANDIDATES IN THAT YEAR, AS I
IECALL, IF I'M NOT MISTAKEN, AND WE PAID NO ATTENTION TO IT.
Q IT'S ACCURATE, IS IT NOT, THAT PRICE WATERHOUSE DOES
JOT HAVE A STATED POLICY PROHIBITING DISCRIMINATION ON THE
i AS IS OF SEX IN THE ADMISSIONS PROCESS?
A WHEN YOU SAY A STATED POLICY I THINK WE'RE AN EQUAL



























I POLICY IS THAT WE WOULD NOT DISCRIMINATE.
Q BUT IT'S SET FORTH NOWHERE IN THE MATERIALS RELATING
|T0 PARTNERSHIP ADMISSIONS?
A NOT THAT I'M AWARE OF.
THE COURT: THAT ISN'T WHAT WE'RE TALKING ABOUT.
lYOU'RE TAL ING ABOUT WHETHER THEY'RE AN EMPLOYER. THAT'S WHERE
[THE STATUTE OPERATES  RIGHT?
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: WE'RE TALKING ABOUT PARTNERSHIP. WE'RE
|NOT TALKING ABOUT EMPLOYMENT. WE'RE NOT TALKING ABOUT OPPOR¬
TUNITY TO EARN PARTNERSHIP HERE. WE'RE TALKING ABOUT   I
KNOW YOU ARE, BUT WHAT HE'S  ALKING ABOUT IS OPPORTUNITY TO
I WORK.
MR. HURON: YES, SIR. I UNDERSTAND.
THE COURT: WELL, DO YOU SAY THAT   IS IT YOUR
POSITION THAT THE STATUTE ASSURES, REQUIRES AN AFFIRMATIVE
ACTION PROGRAM IN THE SELECTION OF PARTNERS?
MR. HURON: NO, YOUR HONOR, OUR CONTENTION IS SIMPLY
THAT THE STATUTE REQUIRES NON-DISCRIMINATION IN THE SELECTION
OF PARTNERS WHERE THE OPPORTUNITY TO BECOME A PARTNER IS AN
INCIDENT OF EMPLOYMENT, AND NO MORE THAN THAT.
THE COURT: I UNDERSTAND THAT#
MR. HURON: NO MORE THAN THAT.




























Q IN TERMS OF LOOKING AT AND ASSESSING THE PARTNERSHIP
CANDIDATES THAT COME BEFORE YOU, YOU WERE SAYING THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE LOOKS AT A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT FACTORS
AND TRIES TO WEIGH THEM ONE AGAINST THE OTHER, IS THAT RIGHT?
A THAT'S RIGHT. WE TRY TO WEIGH ALL THE FACTORS.
Q ISN T IT FREQUENTLY THE CASE THAT WHEN THE ADMISSIONS
COMMITTEE IS LOOKING AT INTERPERSONAL SKILLS IT WILL BE IN THE
CONTEXT OF AN INDIVIDUAL WHO HAS NOT DEMONSTRATED WHAT YOU CALL
SOMETHING EXTRA THAT YOU LIKE TO SEE IN A PARTNER-CANDIDATE?
A WELL, YOU KNOW, EXTRA   I USED THAT IN MY DEPOSITION
FROM THE POINT OF VIEW THAT ALL PARTNER-CANDI DATES ARE ASSUMED
TO BE AND HAVE TO BE TECHNICALLYCOMPETENT IN ORDER TO PROGRESS
TO THE SENIOR MANAGER LEVEL WITHIN THE FIRM. WE EXPECT A-; IN
OUR POLICY ADMINISTRATIVE REFERENCES MATERIAL WE ARTICULATE
A MYRIAD OF CHARACTERISTICS WE SEEK IN OUR PARTNERS AND IN
OUR PARTNER-CANDIDATES FOR THEM TO BE CONSIDERED VIABLE
CANDIDATES. EACH OF THE CANDIDATES IS EXPECTED TO BE EXCELLEN 
IN OR VERY VERY GOOD IN EACH OF THE ATTRIBUTES OR IN MOST ALL
THE ATTRIBUTES, NOT ABSOLUTELY ALL, BUT MOST ALL THE ATTRIBUTES
AND OUTSTANDI G IN HOPEFULLY MORE THAN ONE, AND CONSEQUENTLY
WE'RE HOPING THAT THEY WILL BE OUTSTANDING OR THE REAL STRONG
PARTNER-CANDIDATES WILLBE OUTSTANDING IN SEVERAL OF THE ATTRI¬
BUTES. WE'RE LOOKING FOR OUTSTANDING CANDIDATES WHO BRING
SOMETHING, QUOTE, EXTRA TO THE FIRM, YES.



























YOUR DEPOSITION YOU IDENTIFIED THREE AND WE TALKED ABOUT THE
FIRST TWO HAD TO DO WITH PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT, SOMEONE WHO
COULD BRING IN NEW BUSINESS OR SERVICE A CLIENT IN SUCH A WAY
HAT THE CLIENT WANTED TO CONTINUE THE RELATIONSHIP WITH THE
FIRM?
A THERE ARE MANY WAYS THAT A CANDIDATE OR A  AN GER
CAN DEMONSTRATE THAT HE'S OUTSTANDING. WE HAPPENED IN THE
DEPOSITION TO SPEA  OF JUST THREE IN PARTICULAR. ONE WAS
PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT, INCREASING THE SCOPE OF OUR SERVICES
TO CLIENTS, TO BRING IN NEW CLIENTS, YES.
Q AND WE ALSO DISCUSSED IN TERMS OF ANN HOPKINS SHE
HAD THIS EXTRA THAT YEAR, IS THAT RIGHT?
A WELL, WHEN YOU SAY SHE HAD THAT EXTRA SHE WAS A VERY
INTEGRAL PART OF TWO PROPOSALS IN SEVERAL YEARS, OVER A PERIOD
OF TIME, THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE PROPOSAL AND THE PROPOSAL IN
THE FARM ADMINSTRATION IN MISSOURI. SHE WAS VERY IMPORTANT
TO BOTH OF THOSE BUT SHE, ALONG WITH A NUMBER OF OTHER MANAGERS,
PARTICIPATED IN THOSE. PROPOSALS.. A NUMBER OF PARTNERS, I.
UNDERSTAND, WERE INTEGRAL PARTS AND KEY TO THE PROPOSAL PRO¬
CESS. THEY ALL PLAYED AN IMPORTANT PART AND IT'S EXTREMELY
DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE, YOU KNOW, WHAT THE PRINCIPAL INGRE¬
DIENT TO OUR BEING SUCCESSFUL IN THOSE PARTICULAR PROPOSALS IS,
BUT AGAIN, TOO, YOU HAVE TO PUT INTO PERSPECTIVE THAT THERE
ARE DIFFERENT DEGREES OF, QUOTE, PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT. ONE
IS RESPONDING TO PROPOSALS IN THE GOVERNMENT SECTOR VERSUS
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1 THE PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS THAT ONE MIGHT EXERCISE IN
2 THE PRIVATE SECTOR WITH RESPECT TO PROSPECTIVE CLIENTS AND
5 DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 64, TURNING TO TAB 11, WHICH RELATES TO
6 DALE FAUGHT.
7 A YES.
9 WITH A LACK OF ANY CLEAR PROFESSIONAL SUPERIORITY, RESERVA-
10 TTONS CONCERNING PERSONALITY RESULT IN THE CONCLUSION THAT
11 FAUGHT HAS ONLY LIMITED PROSPECTS FOR FURTHER ADVANCEMENT AND
12 IS NOT QUALIFIED FOR ADMISSION." ISN'T THAT HOW THE BALANCING
13 TAKES PLACE? YOU LOOK AT THE OVERALL ATTRIBUTES AND IF THERE'S
14 SOME PROBLEMS WITH INTERPERSONAL SKILLS AND THERE DOESN'T
15 APPEAR TO BE ANYTHING SUPERIOR ON THE OTHER SIDE THAT ON
16 BALANCE YOU OFTEN DECIDE NOT TO EXTEND AN INVITATION TO
PARTNERSHIP?
I DON T UNDERSTAND THAT. WE'VE GOT THREE THINGS HERE, HAVE
WE NOT? THERE S A THIRD CATEGORY. THEY SAID THIS FELLO 
HAD BEEN AROUND FOR AWHILE. HE HASN'T DONE ANYTHING MUCH
AND HE HAD PROBLEMS, SO THE HELL WITH HIM. HE'S DONE.
EXISTING CLIENTS.
Q I'D LIKE TO SHOW YOU VOLUME ONE OF EXHIBIT
Q ISN'T THAT THE   THE LAST SENTENCE IT SAYS, "COUPLED
THE COURT: BUT THAT ISN'T WHAT WE'VE GOT HERE.
MR. HURON: YES, SIR.




























MR. HURON: NO, THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: THEY DIDN'T SAY THAT TO YOUR CLIENT AT
ALL. THEY SAID SHE'S DONE A GOOD JOB IN AN AREA THAT WE'RE
INTERESTED IN AND SHE LED A SUCCESSFUL PROJECT. WE WANT TO
BALANCE IT BY GIVING HER ANOTHER CHANCE.
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: WELL, THEN, THIS HAS NOTHING -- THIS
HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH THAT, DOES IT?
MR. HURON: WELL, YOUR HONOR, THAT WOULD BE OUR
301 NT. THE DEFENDANT IS GOING TO SEEK TO ARGUE THAT CANDIDATES
.IKE MR. FAUGHT AND SO FORTH ARE TYPICAL OR SIMILAR TO MISS
10PKINS AND I THINK OUR POINT IS THAT THEY AREN'T. I M USING
HAT AS AN EXAMPLE. I THINK THAT S QUITE RIGHT.
THE COURT: WELL, THEY RE SIMILAR IN THE SENSE THAT
HE FOUND THE NEGATIVE IN INTERPERSONAL DEALINGS OF THIS
'ARTICULAR GENTLEMAN.
MR. HURON: ONLY TO THAT EXTENT.
THE COURT: YES, BUT YOU SAY THAT   YOUR ATTITUDE
BOUT IT IS THAT IF SOMEBODY LANDS SOME BUSINESS INTERPERSONAL
.CTIVITY DOESN'T MAKE ANY DIFFERENCE. IT'S A MONEYMAKING
iACHINE. SHE'S BRINGING IN MONEY, SHE SAYS. SHE'S DEALING
ELL, SO SHE'LL BE A PARTNER, AND THEY PRESENTED THIS TO ME
0 SHOW THAT THEY DO CONSIDER, AT LEAST AMONG OTHER THINGS, HOW
PERSON FITS INTO THE ORGANIZATION. I GUESS THAT'S WHY THEY



























MR. HURON: I ASSUME THAT'S WHAT THEY'RE ARGUING,
YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: WELL, I DON'T WANT TO ARGUE WITH YOU.
IT SEEMS TO ME IT HAS SOME, BUT IT'S NOT A CASE DIRECTLY ON
POINT.
BY MR. HURON:
Q LET'S FOCUS ON TOM GREEN. REMEMBER, WE TALKED
ABOUT HIM AT THE DEPOSITION?
A YES .
Q HE WAS ADMITTED IN 1982, WAS HE NOT?
A YES, HE WAS.
Q AND AT THE POLICY BOARD THERE WAS A DISCUSSION OF
HIM BEING CRASS, CRUDE OR AT LEAST THE QUESTION WAS RAISED
THAT HE WAS CRASS AND CRUDE?
A AS I RECALL, YOU   DURING MY DEPOSITION YOU SHOWED
ME SOME NOTES THAT INDICATED THAT THAT QUESTION WAS RAISED.
Q WELL, LET'S LOOK AT PAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 28, PAGE
5114. E
THESE ARE THE POLICY BOARD NOTES, YOUR HONOR, AND
MR. GREEN, FOR THE RECORD, IS CANDIDATE NUMBER 75, WHO IS
CODED X-102.
NOW, AT THE TOP THERE'S A REFERENCE TO "JWZ" WHO
IS MR. ZICK, IS THAT RIGHT?
A THAT'S RIGHT.



























CRASS, ET CETERA. FURTHER DISCUSSION, "HG."
A HENRY GUNDERS.
Q COMMENTED THAT HE   THAT IS, GREEN IS A MAN'S MAN.
HE'S VERY DIRECT. AND THERE ARE OTHER COMMENTS THERE, AND
HE'S ADMITTED, IS THAT RIGHT?
A YES. WELL, I THINK HENRY GUNDERS' COMMENT THAT HE'S
A MAN S MAN AND HE'S VERY DIRECT WAS MEANT TO BE A COMPLIMENTAR
COMMENT BECAUSE HE HANDPICKED HIM FOR THE JOB DOWN IN OUR
NATIONAL --
Y
Q WHAT ABOUT MR. FOWLER? JOHN FOWLER?
THE COURT: WELL, TS:YOUR POINT WITH RESPECT TO
THIS MAN THAT HE WAS APPARENTLY ADMITTED THOUGH SOMEBODY THOUGH
E WAS CRUDE? IS THAT YOUR POINT?
MR. HURON: LET ME ASK ONE OTHER QUESTION.




A I BELIEVE YOU SAID AT THE DEPOSITION THAT MR. GREEN
IN T FACT WAS AND CONVEYED THE IMAGE OF WHAT YOU SAID WAS A
MARINE DRILL SERGEANT?
A HE WAS CHARACTERIZED AS HAVING   BY ONE OF THE
COMMENTERS, I BELIEVE, IN THE CANVAS FORMS AS SEEMING TO BE
M  INE: DRILL SERGEANT AND I COMMENTED THAT HE HAD INDEED
BEEN IN THE MARINES AND HAD BEEN A SERGEANT IN THE MARINES.




























THAT THERE ARE MANY TYPES OF PERSONALITIES, AND QUESTIONS ARE
RAISED ABOUT THEM BUT I THINK IT'S EVIDENT' FROM THESE POLICY
BOARD NOTES THAT CERTAIN STRENGTHS WERE ATTRIBUTED TO MR. GREE
AND THEY OVERRODE THOSE CONSIDERATIONS.
BY MR. HURON:
Q WHAT ABOUT JOHN FOWLER? HE'S FROM TAMPA, I BELIEVE?
A JOHN FOWLER IS FROM TAMPA, YES.
Q HE WAS PLACED ON HOLD IN 1983 BUT THEN RE-PROPOSED
THE NEXT YEAR AND ADMITTED IN 198 ?
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q I'D LIKE TO SHOW YOU JUST ONE PAGE FROM DEFENDANT'S
EXHIBIT 6 , TAB 26. IT'S SORT OF BURIED IN THE MIDDLE SO I
THOUGHT I WOULD JUST PHOTOCOPY IT.
I'LL HAND THIS UP TO YOU, YOU HONOR.
AND I'M PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN THE COMMENT OF
MR. GOODSTAT'., HE'S COMPARING MR. FOWLER TO MR. GREEN IN
CERTAIN RESPECTS, IS THAT RIGHT?
A HE MAKES A COMMENT THAT HE'S SOMETHING   TOTALLY
SOMETHING LIKE A TOM GREEN, SOMETHING OF A TOM GREEN.
Q AND HE EXPLAINS WHAT HE MEANS BY THAT?
A AGGRESSIVE. GOOD OLD BOY IS WHAT HE SAYS. "TECH¬
NICALLY VERY GOOD.AS AN EDP CONSULTANT. DEMANDING OF HIS
PEOPLE. DEMONSTRATES AN ABILITY TO SELL AND CARRY OUT LARGE
DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION ENGAGEMENTS."




























Q YOU MENTIONED MR. HOMER, WHO WAS PLACED ON HOLD IN
1984.
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q WAS HE PROPOSED FOR THIS YEAR?
A YES, HE  AS.
Q HAS THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE MADE A RECOMMENDATION
ON HIM?
A WE HAVE MADE A RECOMMENDATION TO THE POLICY BOARD,
YES .
Q WHAT'S THE RECOMMENDATION?
MR. SCHRADER: OBJECTION, YOUR HONOR. IT'S NOT
RELEVANT AND IT'S CERTAINLY NOT A DECISION THAT'S BEEN MADE
PUBLIC.
THE COURT: WELL, IT WOULD SEEM TO ME UNWISE TO  
NOTHING NEGATIVE HAS HAPPENED SO FAR, AS I UNDERSTAND, IS
THAT RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT.
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, THE REASON I RAISE THE
POINT IS BECAUSE HE WAS PAIRED WITH MISS HOPKINS IN A QUESTION
ON DIRECT AS SOMEONE WHO WAS HELD FOR REASONS RELATING TO
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS AND I THINK IT MAY BE MATERIAL. I'M NOT
GOING TO FOLLOW UP ON THE QUESTION. I'M JUST PRESENTING THE
POINT IT MAY BE MATERIAL IF HE'S PROPOSED THE FOLLOWING YEAR,



























THE COURT: WELL, I GATHER   LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WERE
"HOLD" CAME BACK AND WERE TAKEN IN.
THE WITNESS: YES, SIR.
THE COURT: AND SOME WEREN'T.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT, YES, SIR.
THE COURT: THAT'S WHAT THE WITNESSES ALL SAY.
BY MR. HURON:
Q WELL, ISN'T IT TRUE THAT IN 1983 EVERYBODY WHO WAS
PLACED ON ONE YEAR HOLD WITH THE EXCEPTION OF ANN HOPKINS GOT
RE-PROPOSED THE FOLLOWING YEAR?
A I BELIEVE SO, YES.
Q AND YOU HAD FOUR TWO-YEAR HOLDS IN 1983 AND TWO OF
THEM GOT RE-PROPOSED THE FOLLOWING YEAR?
A I'D HAVE TO DOUBLECHECK, BUT THAT'S PROBABLY  
I THINK THAT'S RIGHT, YES.
Q AND A TOTAL OF ABOUT 17 PEOPLE WHO GOT RE-PROPOSED
IN THAT FASHION AND FIFTEEN GOT ADMITTED?
A THERE'S GENERALLY A HIGH PROPORTION OF THE
CANDIDATES WHO ARE ON HOLD WHO WHEN THEY ARE RE-PROPOSED
l\RE ADMITTED.
Q SO ANN HOPKINS IS A REAL ANOMALY?
THE COURT: IT ISN'T HIS ANOMALY. YOU SEE, THAT'S
E DIFFICULTY I HAVE. THERE'S NOTHING HE CAN DO ABOUT IT.
I UNDERSTAND IT, HE'S SITTING THERE ON A COMMITTEE AND THE


























HE'S CONCERNED. I TAKE IT THAT THE DISCRIMINATORY OFFICIAL
HERE, IF THERE IS ANY DISCRIMINATORY OFFICIAL, ARE THE OFFICIAL
IN THE UNIT WHERE SHE WORKED, BUT NOT THIS GENTLEMAN. HE HAD
NOTHING TO ACT ON.
MR . HURON: THE SECOND TIME AROUND.
THE COURT: THAT'S RIGHT. WELL, YOU'RE  
MR . HURON: THAT'S CORRECT. THERE WERE TWO DECISIONS
THE COURT: BUT YOUR CLIENT HAS SAID THE THING THAT
HAS LED HER TO BELIEVE THAT SHE S SUBJECT TO SEX DISCRIMINATION
IS NOT THAT SHE DIDN'T FEEL SHE HAD A GENUINE CONVERSATION
WITH THE TELEVISION MAN, MR. CONNOR, BUT THAT SHE BEGAN TO
FEEL THAT SHE WAS BEING DISCRIMINATED AGAINST WHEN SHE WASN T
RE-SUBMITTED.
MR . HURON: I THINK --
THE COURT: AND SHE FELT THAT HE   AS I UNDERSTOOD
HER TESTIMONY AT LEAST, SHE FELT THAT MR. CONNOR WAS TRYING
TO HELP HER AND SHE WAS TRYING TO CO FORM TO HIS ADVICE. MAYBE!
I MISUNDERSTOOD THE TESTIMONY.
MR. HURON: I THINK THAT'S WHAT SHE SAID, YOUR HONOR
I BELIEVE SHE SAID THAT AFTER SHE WAS NOT RE-PROPOSED A SECOND
TIME SHE LOOKED BACK OVER THE WHOLE PROCESS AND WONDERED  
THE COURT: I DIDN'T GET THAT, BUT I WILL TAKE THAT
TO BE YOUR POSITION. WHEN SHE WASN'T RE-PROPOSED THEN SHE
BELIEVED THAT IT WAS RIGGED FROM THE BEGINNING.



























BEGINNING, YES, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: NOT PROBLEMS. SHE KNEW THERE WERE
PROBLEMS. SHE WAS TOLD THERE WERE PROBLEMS. BUT THEY WERE
FTER HER BECAUSE OF HER SEX, IS WHAT WE'RE TAL ING ABOUT.
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: AND SHE DECIDED THEY WERE THAT WAY FROM
FHE VERY BEGINNING, AFTER SHE WASN'T RE-SUBMITTED.
MR. HURON:: YES, SIR.
THE COURT: SO IN THAT SENSE THIS GENTLEMAN FROM
OUR POINT OF VIEW IS INVOLVED IN THE FIRST DECISION.
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: BUT MY POINT SIMPLY WAS AS TO THE SECOND
)ECIS I ON . TO ME THERE REALLY ISN'T VERY MUCH HE HAD TO DO
ITH IT.
MR . HURON: I AGREE, YOUR HONOR, AND MY POINT IN
KING THAT QUESTION WAS JUST TO GET OUT THE RECORDS TO BE
JSED LATER IN ARGUMENT. RATHER THAN SUGGESTING ANY RESPONSI-
LITY ON HIS PART, PARTICULARLY IN THE SECOND GO AROUND.
THE COURT: YES.
BY  R. HURON:
Q IT'S   THE ADMISSIONS COM ITTEE ONLY PREPARES A
iEMORANDUM WHEN YOU RECOMMEND A HOLD OR A NO ON A CANDIDATE,
S THAT RIGHT?
A THAT'S RIGHT.





















Irecords that indicate that the committee itself considered a
POSSIBLE PROBLEM IN TERMS OF INTERPERSONAL SKILLS BUT CON¬
SIDERED IT OUTWEIGHED BY OTHER FACTORS IN MAKING A YES RECOMMEN
IDATION?
A WELL, WHEN YOU SAY THERE S -- THERE'S ONLY THE
I MEMORANDA THAT'S BEEN PREPARED AND THE DATA THAT'S BEEN
ACCUMULATED AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSAL PROCESS, BUT THERE'S
NO MEMORANDA THAT'S WRITTEN THAT, IN EFFECT, ARTICULATES THE
YOU KNOW, THE OVERALL BASIC REASON WHY WE RECOMMENDED YES.
THAT'S DISCUSSED WITHIN THE COMMITTEE AND WITHIN THE POLICY
BOARD DURING THE FEBRUARY AND MARCH MEETINGS.
Q IT'S TRUE, ISN'T IT, THAT THERE ARE OCCASIONS IN
WHICH YOU RECOMMEND YES ON A CANDIDATE WHEN THERE HAVEr- E EN
SOME RESERVATIONS EXPRESSED ABOUT INTERPERSONAL SKILLS BUT
YOU FEEL THEY'RE OUTWEIGHED BY OTHER THINGS?
A OH, YES.
Q I'D LIKE YOU TO LOOK AT THE -- DO YOU HAVE WITH YOU
STILL THE   UP THERE, THE COMMENTS ON ANN HOPKINS THAT COUNSEL.
PROVIDED TO YOU?
20 11 A YES, SOMEWHERE.
21 II THE COURT: I THINK IT'S EXHIBIT 30, IS THAT  
22 || THAT'S ONE OF THE REVIEWS. WHICH ONE ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT?
23 MR. HURON: I'M TALKING ABOUT THE LONG AND SHORT
24 FORM COMMENTS . 27 .



























. KERCHER'S COMMENT HE SAYS SHE S NOT A GOOD COMMUNICATOR
ND SHE 'S SOMEWHAT ROUGH, ISN'T THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S WHAT HE SAID, YES.
Q AMONG OTHER THINGS. AND LOOKING AT THE VERY LAST
OF THIS EXHIBIT UNDER   AT THE BOTTOM IS MR. KERCHER’S
LISTED ALPHABETICALLY AND HE GIVES MISS HOPKINS AN OVER-
QUARTILE RATING OF FOUR, WHICH IS AS LOW AS YOU CAN GET,
S THAT RIGHT?
A THAT'S RIGHT, YES.
Q
ONDUCTE
AND MR. KERCHER REFERRED TO THE FACT THAT HE HAD
!D A QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW WITH MISS HOPKINS, DOESN'T
E?
A I BELIEVE THAT'S WHAT HE REFERRED TO.
Q AND THAT'S THE APPARENT BASIS OF HIS KNOWLEDGE OF
R?
A YES. THAT'S RIGHT.
MR. HURON: EXCUSE ME ONE MOMENT, YOUR HONOR. I'M
UST ABOUT FINISHED WITH THIS EXAMINATION.
THE WITNESS: I MIGHT ADD THAT INSOFAR AS HIS
OMMENT IS CONCERNED, HE INDICATED THAT HE DID NOT HAVE
UFFICIENT EXPOSURE TO MISS HOPKINS TO MAKE A RECOMMENDATION
S TO WHETHER SHE’D BE ADMITTED TO THE FIRM OR WHETHER SHE'D
E HELD OR WHETHER SHE'D NOT BE ADMITTED. HE INDICATED HE





























Q RIGHT, BUT HE SAID IN HIS COMMENTS SHE WAS A POOR
OMMUNICATOR AND HE GAVE HER THIS QUARTILE RATING OF FOUR,
HIGH IS AS LOW AS YOU CAN GET IN A PROPOSED PROFILE, YOU GET
A FOUR.
A OH, CERTAINLY.
Q I'D LIKE YOU TO LOOK AT DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 16, WHICH
IS A COPY OF THE QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW FOR WHICH MR. KERCHER
HAD RESPONSIBILITY WHEN MISS HOPKINS ACCOMPANIED HIM. LOOKING
AT THE FIRST PAGE UNDER THE RATINGS SHE GETS ALL ONE'S AND
TWO'S, IS THAT CORRECT, EXCEPT FOR THOSE WHERE IT'S NOT
APPLICABLE?
A THAT S WHERE HE RATED HER.
Q AND PARTICULARLY ON COMMUNICATION SKILLS HE GIVES
HER A ONE IN WRITTEN COMMUNICATION SKILLS, WHICH IS AS HIGH
AS YOU CAN GET, AND A TWO IN ORAL, WHICH IS STILL ABOVE
AVERAGE, RIGHT?
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q DOES ANYBODY AT THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE LOOK
AT THESE APPARENT INCONSISTENCIES IN RATINGS?
A WE CERTAINLY TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION INCONSISTENCIES
IN RATINGS BUT IN ANN HOPKINS' CASE I THINK THAT THE PER¬
VASIVENESS OF THE COMMENTS THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE CANVAS
RESPONSES BY THE PARTNERS WERE SUCH THAT WE DIDN'T GO BACK



























RESPECT TO MATTERS SUCH AS THIS. THIS -- THE OVERALL OUARTILE
RANKINGS ARE JUST ONE OF THE SEVERAL THINGS WE WEIGH IN RELA¬
TION TO ALL THE OTHER INFORMATION WE VE ACCUMULATED WIT 
RESPECT TO THE CANDIDATE BUT ANN HOPKINS INSOFAR AS HER OVER 
ALL -- THE COMMENTS BY THE PARTNERS WHO EVALUATED HER, AND YOU
HAVE TO TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THAT THIS WAS A VERY SHORT
QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW WHICH WAS THE BASIS ON WHICH HE PRE¬
PARED THE REPORT AND MADE HIS COMMENTS, HE DIDN'T FEEL HE HAD
SUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO  
THE COURT: AREN'T THE DATES DIFFERENT?
THE WITNESS: THE DATES ARE DIFFERENT.
THE COURT: I MEAN WHEN HE MADE HIS COMMENTS AND
YOU MADE THE SUMMARY HE HADN'T HAD THIS INTERVIEW.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT. WHEN HE PREPARED THIS
REPORT WE --
THE COURT: LATER THEN HE TALKED TO HER BUT WHEN
HE MADE HIS COMMENTS HE HADN'T HAD IT BECAUSE HIS INTERVIEW
WAS IN JUNE. AND BY JUNE I TAKE IT THE PROCESS OF PUTTING  
YOU'VE HEARD FROM EVERYBODY, HAVEN'T YOU, BY JUNE?






THIS IS JUNE, '82.
THAT'S CORRECT.
AND AREN'T THESE COMMENTS --



























THE COURT: WELL, THEN I'M WRONG. THIS CAME LATER.
THE WITNESS: THIS CAME LATER. THESE COMMENTS WERE
AS A RESULT OF A CANVAS  
THE COURT: THE SECOND TIME AROUND.
MR. HURON: FOR THE FIRST PROPOSAL.
THE WITNESS: THE COMMENTS ON PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT
27 IS IN RESPONSE TO THE CANVAS OF PARTNERS WITH RESPECT TO
PARTNER CANDIDATES . IN THIS INSTANCE KERCHER --
THE COURT: FOR THE FIRST TIME AROUND?
MR. HURON: YES, SIR.
THE WITNESS: WELL, SHE WAS ONLY PROPOSED ONE TI E.
MR. HURON: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE WITNESS: DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 16 IS THE
PERSONNEL REPORT THAT WAS PREPARED BY KERCHER AS A RESULT OF
THE QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW.
THE COURT: WELL, THEN THERE IS A CLEAR INCONSISTENC 
BETWEEN HOW HE RATED HER AND HOW HE FOUND HER WHEN HE SAW
HER.
THE WITNESS: WELL, EXCEPT THAT IF YOU -- HE
COMMENTED THAT HER STRENGTHS WERE HER ABILITY TO PULL TOGETHER
THE DETAILS INTO A REPORT. HE INDICATES THAT SHE DID A GOOD
JOB FROM A WRITTEN PERSPECTIVE INSOFAR AS HER COMMUNICATION
SKILLS ARE CONCERNED. WHEN YOU SAY THE INCONSISTENCY BET EEN
ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILLS, HE RATED HER TWO HERE BUT WHEN HE



























WAS   AT LEAST WE PUT IT IN A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE. THAT'S
NOT HER WRITTEN SKILLS. HE SAID   HER ABILITY TO PULL
TOGETHER THE DETAILS OF A QCR REPORT.
THE COURT: HE RATED HER ORALLY TOO.
BY MR . HURON I1
Q ONE FINAL QUESTION, OR A COUPLE OF QUESTIONS,
RELATING TO MR. LUM AND MR. SCHICK. THEY WERE FROM OGS AND
THEY WERE PROPOSED ALSO WHEN ANN HOPKINS WAS PROPOSED IN
AUGUST OF 1982, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q AND A CONCERN WAS RAISED WITH RESPECT TO LUM AND
SCHICK CONCERNING WHETHER THEIR BACKGROUNDS WERE REALLY BROAD
ENOUGH TO WARRANT PARTNERSHIP, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A WE AT THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE HAD SOME DIFFICULTY
EVALUATING THE TWO CANDIDATES FROM THE PERSPECTIVE THAT THEY
WERE SPECIALISTS IN UNIQUE AREAS, SPECIALIZING IN CONSULTING
AREAS. WE HAD SOME DIFFICULTIES IN DETERMINING THEIR VIABILITY
AS FAR AS CANDIDATES IN THE EVENT THAT THE NEED FOR THEIR
SPECIALTY, EACH OF THEIR SPECIALTIES ALL OF A SUDDEN WOULD GO
AWAY OR DRY UP AND THERE WOULDN T BE THEOPPORTUNITY TO PRACTICE:
IN THOSE AREAS.
Q YOU SAW A PROBLEM AND YOU SPECIFICALLY SOUGHT OUT
SOME SEPARATE INFORMATION ON THEIR TYPES OF SPECIALTIES.
A WE TRIED TO GET SOME ADDITIONAL INFORMATION WITH



























THEIR INTELLECTUAL ABILITIES, THEIR ABILITY TO ADAPT THEM¬
SELVES TO CHANGING ENVIRNOMENT, YES.
Q MY QUESTION,  Y FINAL QUESTION, IF YOU SAW THAT
THEY HAD RAISED SOME PROBLE S AND YOU SOUGHT OUT SPECIAL
INFORMATION ON THEM WHY DIDN'T YOU SEEK OUT  ORE INFOR ATION
ON THESE DEFICIENCIES AS YOU SAW THE  ON ANN HOPKINS?
A WE DID DISCUSS AND WE DID TALK WITH THE PARTNERS
THROUGHOUT THE WHOLE ADMISSIONS PROCESS THAT KNEW ANN HOPKINS
BEST. WE SPOKE WITH THE PARTNERS WHO HAD DEALT WITH HER ON A
DAY TO DAY BASIS, PARTNERS WHO HAD KNOWN HER CASUALLY AND THERE
WAS A BASIC UNDERLYING PERVASIVE THE E IN ALL OF OUR DISCUSSION
AND THE RESPONSES THAT CAME THROUGH THE PARTNER CANVAS THAT
SHE, IN EFFECT, WAS -- THAT SHE HAD DIFFICULTY DEALING WITH
STAFF, RELATING TO BOTH THE PARTNERS, THE PEERS WITHIN THE
OGS GROUP AND THE PEERS IN OTHER OFFICES SHE VISITED AND SHE
HAD DIFFICULTY IN RELATING AND LEADING AND DEVELOPING STAFF
THAT WORKED FOR HER SO IT WAS NOT AN ISOLATED COM ENT, BUT IT
AS A PERVASIVE THEME THAT WAS RUNNING THROUGH THE COMMEN S
THAT RAN THROUGH ALL THE PARTNERS THAT HAD CONTACT WITH HER
OR A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF PARTNERS THAT HAD CONTACT WITH HER,
WOULD YOU CONSIDER ST. LOUIS IN REGARD  OWHAT YOU
SAID?
A YES, BOTH COFFEY AND FRIDLEY EXPRESSED THOSE CONCERNS
TO ME WHEN I TALKED WITH THEM. THEY HAD PROBLEMS WITH THEM.



























MR. SCHRADER: NO QUESTIONS, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, SIR. YOU MADE IT.
THE  ITNESS: THANK YOU VERY MUCH.
THE COURT: YOU'RE EXCUSED.
9:30 TOMORROW. I TAKE IT WE'LL START THE TAPE AGAIN?
MR . TALLENT: YES, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: AND HOW MANY MORE WITNESSES DO YOU HAVE?
MR. TALLENT: PROBABLY FIVE.
THE COURT: SO WE'LL BE AT IT ALL DAY TOMORROW AND
PROBABLY THURSDAY?
MR . TALLENT: I SUSPECT SO, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: AND THEN YOU'LL HAVE REBUTTAL?
MR. HELLER: YES, YOUR HONOR, WE WILL. WE WILL
HAVE -- I SHOULD   I DON'T KNOW WHAT  R. TALLENT HAS IN MIND
BUT THERE'S ABOUT AN HOUR MORE OF MR. CONNOR AND I BELIEVE WE
OUGHT TO BE ABLE TO GET THROUGH MR. TALLENT'S WITNESSES AND
PERHAPS GET INTO THE BEGINNING OF OUR REBUTTAL, YOUR HONOR, IF
AT I'M HEARING IS RIGHT, UNLESS THOSE ARE VERY LONG ONES.
THE COURT: I'M NOT CONCERNED ABOUT IT. I SET
ASIDE THE TIME. I JUST LIKE TO HAVE A LITTLE FEELING(jHOW 7I E 
CASE IS GOING AND WE ARE WITHIN THE TIME I'VE SET ASIDE SO  
I'M HAPPY AND I'LL LEAVE IT TO YOU GENTLEMEN TO MOVE THE CASE
ALONG.
IT BEGINS TO LOOK TO ME AS THOUGH, CONTRARY TO MY



























OF THE DOCUMENTATION, AND AS YOU GO ALONG YOU  IGHT TALK
ABOUT YOUR -- AMONG YOURSELVES A LITTLE. I KNOW YOU'VE GOT
SOME PROPOSED FINDINGS ATTACHED TO YOUR BRIEF AS TO HOW YOU
WANT TO PRESENT THIS CASE, IF YOU DO, ORALLY, AND WHAT KIND OF
AN ORAL ARGUMENT YOU MIGHT WANT AND WHEN YOU'D LIKE TO HAVE IT,
SO YOU MIGHT BE TALKING IT OUT AMONG YOURSELVES A LITTLE BIT.
MR. HELLER: YES, SIR.
(WHEREUPON, THE PROCEEDINGS I  THE ABOVE-ENTITLED
MATTER RECESSED AT 4:30 TO RE-COMMENCE WEDNESDAY, MARCH 27,
1985 AT 9:30 A. M.)
REPORTER OF THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA THAT THE FOREGOING IS THE OFFICIAL RECORD OF THE
PROCEEDINGS INDICATED.
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